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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to analyze the effects of a political culture of fear
and power distance on student perceptions regarding the leader-member exchange theory
(LMX) relationship with faculty, and their perceptions of nature of leadership in Libyan
business schools. 650 Faculty members and students from business school in seven
Libyan Universities were invited to participate in this study. The final number of
participants that were accepted was 314. A survey was used to measure the relationship
between faculty members and students, leadership style, culture of fear, and power
distance. Different kinds of analysis were used to answer the study hypothesis. The
analysis was conducted using SPSS software to conduct exploratory factor analyses
(EFA) and t-tests. Amos software was used to conduct confirmatory factor analyses
(CFA) and structural equation modeling (SEM).
Results of SEM show that power distance negatively affects all LMX factors.
Power distance directly and indirectly affects five of the leadership dimensions. It
negatively affects Autocratic, Negative-charismatic, and Self-protective and positively
affects Charismatic, Consciousness, and Humane Orientation. Culture of fear factors
Force and Fealty/Finance directly affect the LMX factor Professional Respect. Culture of
fear factors impact negatively and positively all leadership dimensions. The effects of
LMX factors Professional Respect, Affect, and Contribution on leadership dimensions
Charismatic, Self-protective, Ill-tempered, Autocratic, and Humane Orientation are
largely direct.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

Jordan (2008) refers to current times as an “Age of Anxiety,” because fear plays
such a major role in the consciousness of people across the globe. Fear has become an
essential element in dealing with a variety of issues facing today’s societies (Furedi,
2007), including fear of the urban environment (Ellin, 2001), fear of crime (Garland,
2001), the amplification of fear through the media (Altheide, 2002), fear as a distinct
discourse (Grupp, 2003), the impact of fear on law (Guzelian, 2004), the relationship
between fear and politics (Robin, 2004), and fear as a ‘culture’ (Furedi, 2002; Glassner,
1999). (Tudor, 2003) even raised the question of whether fear constitutes a ‘distinctive
cultural form’ in today’s society. Politicians in particular exploit the culture of fear for
their own ends, typically by means of media (Ginsberg & Lyche, 2008).
Fear and anxiety are more immediate in some countries than in others, however;
powerful totalitarian leaders may systematically foster fear as a means of exerting social
control over society (Altheide, 2002). In nations such as Libya under Gadhafi, Syria
under the Assad regime, North Korea under Kim Jong-un and Jong-il, and Iraq under
Hussein fear is, or has been, a consuming force that deepens and expands the power and
ability to abuse (Jordan, 2008). Such fear pervades these societies and all their
organizations. Fear in these countries should also, then, influence perceptions and
practices of leadership, it should affect even the way people are prepared for leadership
roles, and should reach into university classrooms and affect the perceptions of the
faculty and students of those preparation programs.
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Now that the Libyan revolution, which starting in February 2011, has overthrown
the totalitarian regime of Muammar Gadhafi, we can reflect on how the Colonel managed
to maintain power for more than 40 years. The answer is that, since his military coup in
September 1969, he used the power of fear in all its forms to consolidate his control over
the people of Libya. His use of fear-power can be summarized by Nyberg’s (1981) four
sources of fear control: (a) force, (b) fiction, (c) finance, and (d) fealty.
Force power occurs when power is used to make, or threaten to make, physical
harm in order to force other to comply and act unwillingly. This form, however, creates
an unstable form of control that can lead to hostility in those who are threatened, thus
turning them against the power-holder (Nyberg, 1981). Colonel Gadhafi used this form of
power liberally. He disposed of his opposition by depriving them of their civil rights,
imprisoning them for indeterminate period of time, or even executing them, sometimes in
public. These actions were not confined only to individuals who opposed him but often
included their family members as a form of collective punishment.
To illustrate, in the beginning of his military coup he imprisoned some of his
colleagues in the Revolutionary Command Council, such as Adam Elhawaz who was the
first Minister of Defense. Colonel Gadhafi issued orders to arrest Elhawaz and he
fabricated a charge of treason against him because he had objected to Gadhafi’s policies.
Elhawaz’s fate is unknown. This punishment included his children and his family
members, who were deprived of their rights to education, identity documents, and the
like.

2

University students did not avoid Gadhafi’s violence as well. In 1976 and 1983 he
executed students whom he knew or suspected had different thoughts from his. He
broadcast these executions live on the Libyan national TV station. Gadhafi used a
threatening tone in his speeches to his opposition and to all Libyan people in general. In
April 9, 1979, in his speech at the anniversary of the execution of student in 1976, he
said, “We may kill innocent people who we know are not guilty just to threaten our
opposition whom we do not know.” Consequently, the public in Libya feared criticizing
Gadhafi in any way; however, this use of force created significant opposition among
Libyan people.
The second form of power that Nyberg identified is fiction. In this form power
holders practice power by using imagined stories to persuade people to do what he or she
wants. Colonel Gadhafi used this form of power by nationalizing the media and the press,
which then became his “voice.” He used the national TV, radio, magazines, and
newspapers whenever he wanted to address Libyan people and to convince them of a
particular point of view. Gadhafi created stories about external and internal threat and
alien danger that were out to destroy the country; he told the Libyan people that he was
the only person who could protect the country from these hazards. He used what was
happening in other countries, from civil wars and to power struggle, to support his
stories. As a result, some Libyan people believed him and thought of him as their
safeguard against threat.
Nyberg called the third form of power the finance form. This form is easy to
understand because, as can be inferred from its name, it is related to money, service, or
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any commodity necessary to the well-being of others. The person or group who controls
such rewards has power. Gadhafi understood this form of power well and he knew that by
controlling the resources of the country, he could rule it more efficiently. He nationalized
all international banks, oil companies, and all foreign companies under the pretense of
protecting the wealth of the Libyan people, but instead he used this wealth for himself.
Gadhafi seized Libyan businessmen’s possessions and wealth, which created indignation
among those businessmen and shifted the relative percentages of private and public
employment toward the public side (employment in the private sectors was about 75% in
the early 1970s; it was less than 20% in the early of 1980s ). As a consequence, Gadhafi
controlled the salaries of most Libyan people and could cut off those resources to those
he felt did not agree with him. Gadhafi spent a lot of money on his loyalists and, on his
adult sons, and he controlled all sensitive facilities in Libya such as communication and
transportation.
The last form of power that Nyberg identified is fealty. Fealty faithfulness or
loyalty is close in meaning to love. This form of power refers to a trust and shared
understanding relationship between people and their leader, which leads to what might be
called the power of love. This form of power is the most stable form of power. In
Gadhafi’s regime, he and his loyalists practiced this form of power a bit differently. The
majority of these loyalists loved holding important positions in the regime more than they
loved Gadhafi as a person, so fealty to Gadhafi was based on such greed. Gadhafi gave
his loyalists absolute authorities, money, power, and the like, and in return he used them
to suppress and frighten the rest of the society. Gadhafi founded a political group among
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his loyalists that he called Revolutionary Committees, which was much like the Nazi
Party in 1930s Germany. The main task of these committees was to protect him and his
thoughts and to find the opposition and get rid of it. As a result, Libyan people were very
afraid of revolutionary committee members, who would not hesitate to write reports even
on their own brothers. That is, Gadhafi used fealty among his followers to consolidate
control over the general populous.
By using these forms of power fiction, finance, and fealty Gadhafi was able to
rule Libya for more than 40 years, and the fear of Gadhafi and his regime became a
culture in Libya that was passed from one generation to another.

Problem Statement
The Gadhafi era, lasted for more than 42 years during which, the leader depended
mainly on a fear culture to govern the country including all Libyan national organizations
and institutions. This culture of fear affected relationships between leaders and their
members in every social sector. One of these sectors is Libyan universities. The effect of
culture of fear may not affect only the relationships between the leaders and their
members in those universities but it may also affect the relationships between the
faculties and their students and culture of fear may be still affecting these relationships.
This research focuses on studying the relationships between faculties and their students in
the light of culture of fear; the goal is to explore the degree to which political culture
influences behaviors in everyday situations such as the classroom.
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Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this research is to analyze the effects of a political culture of fear
and power distance on student perceptions regarding the leader-member exchange theory
(LMX) relationship with faculty, and their perceptions of nature of leadership in Libyan
business schools.

Research Question
What is the effect of a political culture of fear on student perceptions of leadermember exchange (LMX) relationship with faculty and their perceptions of the nature of
leadership?

Theoretical Framework and Perspectives
Leader-Member Exchange
Leader-member exchange (LMX) theory is widely used for studying the
relationship between leaders and their followers. The main task of this theory is to
examine the emotional and valued resource relationships between leaders and followers
in order to develop and improve those relationships (Kang & Stewart, 2007). According
to Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995), LMX theory addresses three organizational elements: the
leader, the follower, and the relationship.
The relationship between the leaders and their members, according to LMX
theory, goes beyond the scope of job expectations by developing exchange benefits
between the leaders and members. Accordingly, the leader-member exchange
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relationship is defined as “a social exchange relationship that happens between the leader
and members of a business organization. This relationship may develop in two ways;
positive exchange or contractual exchange (Yu & Liang, 2004).
LMX theory explains the relationship between leaders and members using
exchange theory. Exchange theory has been developed in two major forms; low quality
LMX or out-group relationship in which the leader-member relationship is restricted by
the employment contract. Leaders give their orders to the members, and the members
have to obey them. High quality LMX or in-group relationship encourages the leaders to
go beyond the formal employment contract and treat their members with more trust,
loyalty, comfortable communication, and bi-directional influence (Minsky, 2002).
LMX theory has been used not only to exam the relationship between leaders and
members, but has been used to exam relationship between faculties and their students as
well. Myers (2006) used LMX theory to exam faculty-student relationship and
investigates students’ motives for communicating with their faculties, and Bowler (2001)
studied teacher and student relationships using LMX theory.

Perceptions of Leadership and the Globe Study
The Globe research project is a multi-cultural study in which leadership has been
examined as both practices and as values. The researchers in the original Globe study
measured industrial, organizational, and social forms of leadership in 62 different
countries and used the data to answer questions about how the culture perceives these
forms of leadership. They dealt with cultural differences by using focus groups in
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relevant societies to develop the globe instrument (House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, &
Gupta, 2004).
The Globe study categorizes leadership attributes and behaviors into six
leadership dimensions: Charismatic/Value-Based, Team Oriented, Participative, Humane
Oriented, Autonomous, and Self-Protective. The Charismatic/Value-Based dimension
refers to the ability of leaders to inspire and motivate followers. The Team Oriented
dimension refers to the effectiveness of team building and the implementation of a
common purpose or goal among team members. The Participative dimension reveals the
degree to which managers involve others in decision-making and implementation.
Humane Orientation reflects supportive and considerate leadership. Autonomous
leadership indicates independent and individualistic preferences. Self-Protective leaders
care for the safety of individuals and group (Dorfman, Hanges, & Brodbeck, 2004).

Power Distance
Relatively little can be found in the research in the business literature regarding
power distance (Anand, Hu, Liden, & Vidyarthi, 2011), but that which does exist shows
relatively clearly that it influences the impact of LMX on organizational outcomes. They
found only one research article (Anand & Vidyarthi, 2008), that explored the effects of
power distance and LMX on task performance. Antonakis and Atwater (2002) anticipated
a relationship between power distance and LMX in 2002. We found a few additional
studies that have examined LMX and power distance, (Begley, Lee, Fang, & Li, 2002;
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Botero & Dyne, 2009) and they confirm the significant mediating effect of power
distance on LMX outcomes.
In the Globe study, Carl, Gupta and Javidan (2004) wrote on power distance and
the relationship among power, leadership, and LMX, but presented no evidence on power
distance and LMX outcomes. The discussion in the Globe study was about how cultures
differ on power distance.
In this study, LMX theory, the Globe study, culture of fear, and power distance
were used in a theoretical framework to examine the effect of culture of fear on
relationships between faculties and students and on leader behavior in business schools in
Libyan universities. This study examined these relationships using the multi-dimensional
leader-member exchange survey by Liden and Maslyn (1998) and the Globe study’s
leadership and power distance surveys (House et al., 2004). Culture of fear was measured
with a tailored survey that examines Nyberg’s (1981) four forms of power: force, fiction,
finance, and fealty.

Research Method
The goal of this study is to examine the effect of culture of fear and power
distance on relationships between faculties and their students and their perception of
leadership in business schools in Libyan universities. To achieve this goal, the sample for
the study consisted of 120 faculty members and 550 students in business schools in
Libya. The participants were invited from 7 universities. The sample of the faculties and
students in each university participated voluntarily.
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For the purposes of this study, a survey was used to collect the data. The survey
was given to the participants face-to-face in their universities to make sure that the
participants received the survey and to clarify any instructions not clear to participants.
The participants were coded by five-digit numbers that include three parts. The
first digit part represents the university which was taken numbers from 1 to 7. The second
was a code representing which group of participants (faculty or student). Faculties were
code 1 and students were coded 2. The last part will take three digits to represent a serial
number of the participant.
The survey includes an introduction section and then 5 questionnaire sections.
The introduction section explains the purpose of this study and identifies the researcher.
The first questionnaire section includes a demographic information section 5 items.
Second, Leader-Member Exchange section includes 12 items developed by Liden and
Maslyn (1998). The third section is a leader behavior questionnaire. This section includes
2 parts that came from GLOBE study (House et al., 2004). The GLOBE study included
112 items for leader behaviors with 56 questions in each part. The fourth section includes
questions about the culture of fear. It has 12 items that are formulated based on Nyberg’s
(1981) forms of power. The last section is power distance which includes 2 items that
were used in the GLOBE study. The LMX and culture of fear sections use a seven-point
Likert scale ranging from strongly agree (7) to strongly disagree (1). The leader behaviors
responses are solicited using a seven-point scale from greatly inhibits (1) to contribute
greatly (7).
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Analysis Overview
The quantitative methodology of data collection and data analysis were used in
this study. Descriptive statistics were used for analysis of demographic data, and
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) were used to
describe LMX, leadership behaviors, and culture of fear. Then, structural equation
modeling (SEM) was used to determine how culture of fear and power distance
perceptions affect LMX relationships between faculty and students and student
perceptions of the nature of leadership. The analysis was conducted using Amos 19 and
SPSS software to investigate the underlying structure of leadership in a culture of fear.
Also this study compared leadership dimensions in Libya to GLOBE study result in other
Middle Eastern states, and it compared faculties and students results.

Significance of the Study
The significance of this study is that it is the first study using Leader-Member
Exchange theory (LMX) to examine the relationship between the faculties and their
students in Libyan universities in the context of political change. This study derives its
importance from that change examining the effect of culture of fear on the relationship
between faculties and students. In addition, it examines the leader behavior using the
GLOBE study survey and compares findings of this study with GLOBE study findings in
other Middle Eastern nations, again something that has not been accomplished before.
Finally, I found no other study that has explored the effects of a culture of fear on LMX
relationships and on perceptions of leadership.
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Limitations
The limitations of this study are the disadvantage of using survey which Kelley,
Clark, Brown, and Sitzia (2003) recapitulated:
1. The data obtained from the survey may need more details to delve more in the
subject under discussion.
2. It is difficult to control to ensure a high response rate to a survey especially
when it is conducted face to face.

Organization of the Study
This study has five chapters:
Chapter one: presents the background of the study, problem statement, study
purpose, research question, theoretical framework, data analysis, significance of the
study, and limitations.
Chapter two: presents a review of the literature: Leader-Member Exchange
(LMX) theory, GLOBE study, power distance, and culture of fear.
Chapter three: describes the method that was used for this study including of
participants, data collection, and data analysis.
Chapter four: describes the findings for demographic information, testing the
research question, confirmatory factor analysis, and structural equation modeling.
Chapter five: summarizes the study and discusses of the findings.
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CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter presents the legitimate for conducting research on the impact of culture
of fear and power distance on student and faculty member relationship and their
perceptions on leadership. The following review of literature organized into eight
sections: history of education in Libya, faculty member and student relationship, leadermember exchange theory (LMX), perceptions of leadership, culture of fear, impact of
fear on leadership and LMX, and power distance.

History of Education in Libya
In Libya, education has been through several stages in its history from the Islamic
conquest of Libya until now. There are four stages of education in Libya. The first stage
began after the Islamic conquest of Libya and lasted until the Italian occupation in 1911.
The second stage covers the Italian occupation age and the British mandate age and
ended with independence in 1951. The next stage covers education in Libya from
independence in 1951 until Gadhafi’s military coup in 1969. The last stage began in 1969
and has lasted until the present.
Islamic conquest reached Libya in 644; since that time, essential changes occurred
in social, cultural, and ideological structures that affected education. After the Islamic
conquest, small schools were established in mosques to teach Arabic, Qur’an and Islamic
religion. In short time, education in Libya developed fast, with many mosques becoming
Islamic universities at which many students studied. In that time, there were two kinds of
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education. The first was like seminars, which residents and visitors Muslim scholars
taught. The seminars were open schools; there was no specific curriculum or books, and
teaching depended on dialogue, interaction and solving problems method. The second
kind of education was private. This involved spread of small schools in mosques. These
schools were anywhere in Libya and they had no specific curriculum (Fallouki). These
traditional kinds of education continued also during the Ottoman rule of Libya until
Italian occupation in 1911.
The second stage of educational history in Libya can be divided to two periods:
the Italian occupation and post-World War II. Education in Libya had a lot of problems
during the Italian occupation. Arabic schools and education centers were closed. A few
Italian schools were in big cities but they were only for Italian settlers, not Libyans
masses (Lulat, 2005). After World War II, Libya was divided to three parts, these three
parts had three different kinds of education. The East was autonomous and the Egyptian
education system was used in this part. In the South, which was occupied by France, the
Algeria and Tunisia education system were used. However, an altered from of the Italian
education system was used in Tripoli and nearby cities. Education during this period was
extended to both genders and was only for elementary-aged students. These systems of
education continued until the first law of education was issued in 1952.
After the independence of Libya in 1951, education in general and higher
education in particular improved. Three major things helped to improve education: the
issued laws of education in 1952 and 1963, instituting the first modern Libyan university,
and sending students to study abroad. In 1952, the first law of education was issued. The
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education law and before that the Libyan constitution (1952), gave male and female a
right to educate and approve mandatory and free primary education in public schools.
This law committed education authorities in each state to oversee the implementation of
the policies of the ministry of education and to work to spread education. In 1965, after
the federal system was canceled in Libyan, the second law of education was issued
(Fallouki). This law gave the ministry of education right to oversee the education. The
another thing that contributed to improving higher education in Libya was the opening of
the Libyan University in 1955 (Clark, 2004). Modern higher education in Libya started
when the Libyan university was established. Libyan University started in Benghazi city
with one school, which was an arts school with 31 students, all of them male, and 4
faculty members from Egypt. Then, the University began successively opening new
schools in both cities Benghazi and Tripoli. These were a school of business, in 1956 and
a school of law, in 1962 in Benghazi and a school of science, a school of agriculture, a
school of engineering, and a school of education in Tripoli, in 1966 and a school of
medicine in Benghazi, in 1970 (Rhema & Miliszewska, 2010). Also, in 1960, Another
University was established in Albeda city, Mohammed ben Ali Alasanossi University.
This university was an Islamic university. Establishing these universities helped to
provide opportunities for large numbers of Libyan students to get a higher education to
assist in the country development. In addition to establishing universities, the government
worked to send students to study abroad. The government had a policy to replenish its
needs in higher education, especially in faculty members, by giving scholarships to
superior students to study in other countries especially western countries. This policy has
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given opportunities to many students to get a good education in different scientific fields
and to improve higher education in Libya. These steps were the foundation of higher
education in the next stage of development.
The last stage of higher education in Libya is distinguished the proliferation of
universities and an increase in the number of students and Libyan faculty members. After
Gadhafi’s military coup in 1969, the government continued working in the same manner
in the first years. In the seventies, many students were sent to study abroad, but
scholarships from the government decreased significantly in the eighties and nineties, and
then starting in 2003 they again rose. For example, in 1978, more than 3,000 students
were studying in the United States alone while this number was decreased to 33 in 2002
(Clark, 2004). The number of universities increased from one university in 1955 to 18
public universities and 264 public high education institutes (Rhema & Miliszewska,
2010). Which the government focused on increasing the number of universities and
institutes, it neglected two things during the expansion process. First, it neglected to take
into account the provision of disciplines that serve the needs of development in the
country. Establishment of new universities occurred without planning or studies to meet
the needs of development and the labor market. This resulted in the presence of a large
numbers of unemployed graduates in some fields and severe shortage in other. The other
thing that the government neglected was programmatic quality. There are no standards or
means to monitor the quality of the performance of faculty members, curriculum, or
assessment Libyan universities generally. Consequently, many faculty members do not
care about the quality of their courses.
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Faculty Members and Students Relationship
We believe that there are many factors affect the relationship between faculty
members and students in Libyan universities, but the major factors are education system
and culture.
The relationship between faculty and students is mainly shaped by the education
system we have in our schools and universities. This system is called the school banking
system, where students mainly have to memorize the contents of subjects studied to be
able to pass exams. Unfortunately such a system urges students not to be creative but to
be test takers. Most of the time there is lack of practical understanding of the content and
students usually forget a lot of what they learned immediately after taking the exam.
Because this system makes teachers and students like bosses and workers, it usually does
not give any room for interactive relationship and makes the subject materials central the
educational process. Teachers rarely give chances to student to express their feeling or
opinions on their performance, and usually students avoid any critique to be safe. This
kind of fear put a lot of obstacles in the way of growing any positive relationships with
faculty.
The other factor that might affect the faculty-student relationship is the cultural
norms that imbue teachers, especially masters and PhD level teachers, with great value
and some measure of higher social position. This makes the relationship more formal and
making friendly relationship with teachers as rude and even questionable, especially in
the case of different gender. From my experience as an undergraduate and graduate
student I do not think that there is much change in terms of faculty/students relationships
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except for having relatively bigger role for students in the educational process. But for
the future, I personally think the whole situation will change, and I see seeds of change
already. There is movement from that old and ineffective system to a more open system
that provide a better atmosphere and that puts the student, rather than the content, the
center of the educational process. The growing number of Libyan students that graduated
from university in western countries creates for such change. This progress in the
provision of human resources must be offset in the provision of technology. Graduate
studies in Libya and particularly in scientific majors are relatively new and suffer from a
clear lack of possibilities, especially in terms of data base and information systems.
Defiantly this change in the system will positively affect educational process including
the faculty students’ relationship.

Leader-Member Exchange Theory (LMX)
Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) first appeared in the research literature in the
early 70s a theory appeared (Bernerth, 2005). LMX differs from traditional theories in
that it focuses on relationship between the leaders and members within organizations in
terms of dyadic relationships. Dansereau, Graen, and Haga (1975) investigated the most
contemporary leadership models at that time and found that these models focused only on
how a superior can build a leadership relationship with some of his members on one hand
and a supervision relationship with other members. Their investigation resulted the
vertical dyad perspective. Vertical Dyad Leadership (VDL) theory had been developed
into two different branches: the Leader Member Exchange (LMX) model and the
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Individualized Leadership (IL) model; however, the first model is preferred by leadership
researchers (Schriesheim, Casteo, & Cogliser, 1999). A meta-analysis by Gerstner and
Day (1997) showed that interest in the LMX theory increases as a result of increasing the
number of the leadership researches using the LMX theory.

Overview of LMX Theory
Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) theory is a leadership theory used to study the
relationship between the leader and his or her followers (Dansereau et al., 1975; G. b.
Graen & Uhi-Bien, 1991; Schriesheim et al., 1999). LMX theory emphasis the degree of
emotional support and exchange of valued resources between the leader and his or her
followers; therefore, it focuses mainly on diagnosing the relationship between the leader
and the members to gain a higher quality relationship (Schriesheim et al., 1999) and to
improve member performance (Kang & Stewart, 2007). Unlike other leadership theories,
Leader-Member Exchange theory, which was first known as Vertical-Dyad Linkage
(VDL) theory, focuses on the unique exchange relationship between the leader and the
members (Minsky, 2002).
Therefore, the leader-member exchange (LMX) theory widely used for studying
the relationship between the leaders and their followers, emphasizing the emotions and
valued resources between them. LMX theory provides a clear understanding of the
complicated relationship between the leader and the followers in a dyads framework
(Green, Anderson, & Shivers, 1996). This theory has attracted numerous researchers.
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LMX theory provides an understanding to the relationship between the leaders
and the members by using the exchange theory (Minsky, 2002).Exchange theory
proposes two major types of followers: low quality LMX or out-group relationship, and
high quality LMX or in-group relationship. In the low quality LMX (out-group
relationship), the relationship between the leader and the members has restricted
conditions imposed by rules listed according to the organization’s policies. High quality
LMX (in-group relationship) goes beyond these rules to include higher level of trust,
loyalty, and comfortable communication (Minsky, 2002). Numerous empirical studies
have shown that members in a high quality LMX relationship have “more positive job
attitudes and engage in more positive behaviors than those in low quality relationships”
(Kang & Stewart, 2007). Kacmar, Witt, Zivnuska, and Gully (2003) observed that high
quality relationships provide followers with many benefits, such as ample resources,
emotional support, performance feedback, greater levels of motivations, and the like. The
LMX theory views the relationship between followers and their leaders as mutual
relations with trust and high quality exchanges in decisions making.
In summary, LMX theory’s main objective is to study the relationship between
the leader and members. This relationship has been classified into two types: the low
quality LMX relationship and the high quality LMX relationship. High quality LMX has
been found to be superior to low quality LMX because it involves relations between the
leader and the members beyond the employment contract. LMX theory has been
developed through four stages which are discovery of differentiated dyads, focus on the

20

relationship and its outcomes, description of dyadic partnership building, and expansion
of dyadic partnership building. These four stages will be discussed in next section.

Development of LMX Theory
The leader-member exchange (LMX) theory has passed through four different
stages(G. B. Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). In the first stage, the focus was on the Vertical
Dyad Linkage (VDL) theory. However, the following three stages the interest moved to
the Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) theory of leadership.
The first investigations of differentiated dyads occurred in the early 70s (Jones,
2009). In this stage researchers found that many managerial processes in organizations
occurred in dyads, with managers developing differentiated relationships with followers.
Documentation of differentiated relationships in VDL was obtained in
longitudinal studies of management teams by asking managers and those members who
direct report to the given manager to describe their work and working relationship in
terms of input, process, and outcome (G. B. Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995).
The studies made in this stage shown that the professionals in the organization
responded differently when they were asked to describe the behavior of their managers
(Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). At one extreme the professionals described a high quality
relationship with in high mutual trust, respect, and obligation (called the in-group). The
other extreme showed a low quality relationship characterized by low mutual respect,
trust, and obligation (called the out-group) (Goertzen & Fritz, 2004; G. B. Graen & Uhl-
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Bien, 1995). Therefore, the main focus in this stage was on the leader domain as
described by other individuals within the organization.
In the second stage, researchers examined LMX relationship relative outcomes
(Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). These studies have been organized into two categories. In the
first category, studies evaluated the features of the LMX relationship including studies of
dyadic rule-making processes, communication frequency, interaction of communication
patterns, leader-member value agreement, decision influence, and characteristics of
followers (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). In the second category studies analyzed the
relationship between the LMX and organizational variables such as performance,
turnover, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, innovation, organizational
citizenship behavior, and performance appraisal (Goertzen & Fritz, 2004; G. B. Graen &
Uhl-Bien, 1995; Jones, 2009). This stage is a significant period in the evolution of the
LMX theory, because many studies took place that focused on the dyadic relationship.
“Key findings of this stage provided further validation for the existence of differentiated
relationships as well as descriptions of the relationships themselves and how they are
developed” (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995, p. 229). While in this stage the LMX theory
focused on the relationship between the leader and the members, the third stage was
developed to focus on the relationships between the leader and each person on the
organization.
In the third stage a remarkable shift took place when the focus moved towards
studying dyadic relationship between the leader and followers as partnership relationships
(Minsky, 2002). Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995) pointed out that in this stage interest went
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beyond the in-going and out-going relationships to include one-to-one relationships. In
other words, the emphasis of this stage was on how the leader can develop a partnership
with every member on one-to-one basis (Schriesheim et al., 1999).
Moreover, Graen and Uhl-Bien added that the key difference in this stage of
investigation is that rather than managers treating some employees more favorably than
others “differentiation”, this stage states that managers should provide all employees
access to the process of LMX by making the initial offer to develop LMX partnerships to
each subordinate (1995, p.229).
During this stage a practical model of leadership appeared that was called the
Leadership Making Model (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Schriesheim, et. al., 1999). In this
perspective, the leader easily develops a high quality relationship with some of his
followers and the researchers tried to understand what the results could be if the leader
includes all his followers in this high quality relationship. This stage has been
investigating how the leader can build a partnership among dyadic members; moreover, it
paved the way to the fourth stage.
The fourth stage was an extension to the third stage. It included the group and
network levels within the relationship between the leaders and the followers. To achieve
this, the researcher uses “a systems-level perspective and pursues the question of how
differentiated dyadic relationships combine together to form larger systems of network
assemblies” (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995, p. 233). LMX theory in the stage did not study the
relationship between leader and members only, but rather it was developed to include the
group as well as the network. Therefore, the most important aspect of this stage is to
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investigate more effective leadership relationships among the participants in the same
organization.
LMX theory has been developed through four stages, moving from theory that
sought differentiated dyads to theory that study the relationship between the leader and
the member, in groups and network. Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995) did a remarkable job of
explaining and clarifying these four stages in detail. Therefore, this reference may be
considered as one of the main sources of knowledge about LMX theory. The first stage is
about the theory of Vertical Dyad Linkage. In the second stage the interest in studying the
relationship between the leader and the members appeared. The third and fourth stages
focus mainly on developing the LMX theory by studying the relationship between the
leader and the members from different point of views.

Perceptions of Leadership
The Globe research project is a multi-cultural study in which leadership has been
examined as both practices and as values. The researchers in the original Globe study
measured industrial, organizational, and social forms of leadership in 62 different
countries and used the data to answer questions about how the culture perceives these
forms of leadership. They dealt with cultural differences by using focus groups in
relevant societies to develop the globe instrument (House et al., 2004).
The Globe study categorizes leadership attributes and behaviors into six
leadership dimensions: Charismatic/Value-Based, Team Oriented, Participative, Humane
Oriented, Autonomous, and Self-Protective. The Charismatic/Value-Based dimension
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refers to the ability of leaders to inspire and motivate followers. The Team Oriented
dimension refers to the effectiveness of team building and the implementation of a
common purpose or goal among team members. The Participative dimension reveals the
degree to which managers involve others in decision-making and implementation.
Humane Orientation reflects supportive and considerate leadership. Autonomous
leadership indicates independent and individualistic preferences. Self-Protective leaders
care for the safety of individuals and group (Dorfman et al., 2004).

Culture of Fear
Fear is a general situation occurs under different circumstances and it can be
defined as a state of uncomfortable feeling that varies according to the surrounding
environment (Tudor, 2003). Tudor defines fear as a part of a fabric of situations related to
our everyday life. Then he stated a good example about how the degree of fear that we
feel varies according the situation in which we might be. However, the degree of fear will
be at lowest level if we have armed ourselves or we are hunters looking for wild animals
to shoot. Therefore, the fear is not an embodied object rather it is an expectation of
negative outcomes (Tudor, 2003). Tudor argued that fear has an important temporal
dimension because fear is not related to a particular object or situation; it rather has a
wide meaning of explanation.
Fear or insecurity as defined by Beland (2005) can refer to the subjective feeling
of anxiety as well as the concrete lack of protection. Beland emphasizes the collective
fear or insecurity which related to the whole society and which is derived from a
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transformation of personal or environmental matters into social and political ones. Some
political groups may use this state of feeling insecure in the society and apply it to serve
their own agenda. They usually do this by exaggerating the fear and the danger that lurks
in the society then they tell people that their political program is the only solution to this
insecure situation. The fear may become an issue that affects the whole society if the
reason for that fear generates a fear reaction in that society. Some political parties may
use this situation to reassure those frightened people in order to reach their political goals.
However, this type of fear does not end easily; it can take years before the society can
come over it.
Every society has fears that may differ from other society. But there are always
some people working to eliminate this feeling of insecurity. On the other hand, there are
other groups who use a state of fear to serve their own agenda, primarily by blaming their
opponents and by framing themselves as being able to protect society from the source of
the fear (Tudor, 2003). Tudor (2003) said that fear is a social act that occurs within a
cultural matrix and it cannot be examined without relating it to certain patterns of social
activities. From this point of view, fear has a cultural explanation related to the culture of
the society.
The fear that occurs in an individual situation cannot be considered as culturallybased. However, individual fear can be amplified and diffused through a culture to
become a collective fear. Tudor (2003) pointed out that mass media plays an important
role in transmitting the individual fear to make other people in the society have the same
feeling of fear. Beland (2005) believed that in these cases of collective insecurity, people
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tend to blame politicians while the politicians try to deflect blame. Therefore, the citizens
feel that there is no obvious reason for this collective insecurity, which makes it worse.
In every society there are some kinds of fear that vary according to the nature of
that society. From this point of view we can state that the fear becomes culture, which
distinguishes that society from another. Tudor (2003) believed that the culture of fear is
an important feature in modern societies. He proposed two groups of variables in which
fear could be recognized according to the level to which they affect and contribute to the
societal of fear. The first group is environments, cultures, and social structures that he
described as macro. The second group includes bodies, personalities, and social subjects
that are more micro in emphasis. He then discussed every element individually in an
attempt to explain the culture of fear and how it relates to the everyday life in every
society.
Moreover, Tudor (2003) identified three levels of resources by which agents can
recognize the culture of fear. These three levels are the description of discrete phenomena
and their prescription, the description of classes’ phenomena and their prescription, and
the description of fearfulness in general and its prescription. Tudor pointed out that the
culture of fear is more remarkable in modern societies than in past ones.
Fear becomes a real aspect in every society in the past, present, and future. It is
impossible to ignore the role of the culture of fear in formalizing our everyday life in all
its level. There is much fear in our political environment, which affects our political
decisions. The culture of fear is a crucial issue in our societies and there is a strong need
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to measure it and examine it carefully in order to control its results and outcomes.
However, the level of the fear and its nature differs from one society to another.
Jordan (2008) says we live in an age of anxiety; we fear gunfire in our schools,
terrorist bombings, contaminated food, to name merely a few social anxieties. Fear and
anxiety are more immediate in some countries than in others, however; powerful
totalitarian leaders may systematically foster fear as a means of exerting social control
over society (Altheide, 2002). In nations such as Libya under Gadhafi, Syria under the
Assad regime, North Korea under Kim Jong-un and Jong-il, and Iraq under Hussein, fear
is, or has been, a consuming force that deepens and expands the leader’s power and
ability to abuse (Jordan, 2008). Such fear pervades these societies and all their
organizations. Fear in these countries should also, then, influence perceptions and
practices of leadership, it should affect even the way people are prepared for leadership
roles, and should reach into university classrooms and affect the perceptions of the
faculty and students of those preparation programs.
The collapse of the Gadhafi regime and the rise of democracy in Libya in 2011
provided opportunity to examine the extent to which fear influences perceptions of
leadership. Fear in Libya under Gadhafi was both general, a society ill, and specific
Gadhafi’s fear extended into all institutions by means of his privileged and brutal
Revolutionary Committees.
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Impact of Fear on Leadership and LMX
We found little work on fear relative to organizational leadership, although there
are studies with variables that may be proxies for fear. These proxy variables include
destructive leadership (Schynsa & Schillingb, 2013; Shaw, Erickson, & Harvey, 2011;
Thoroughgood, Padilla, Hunter, & Tate, 2012), toxic leaders (Padilla, Hogan, & Kaiser,
2007), abusive leadership (Martinko, Harvey, Sikora, & Douglas, 2011), despotic
leadership (De Hoogh & Den Hartog, 2008), tyrannical leadership (Hauge, Skogstad, &
Einarsen, 2007), petty tyranny (Ashforth, 1997; Kant, Skogstad, Torsheim, & Einarsen,
2013), and bullying leaders (Ferris et al., 2007). Consistent with Schyns & Schilling’s
meta-analysis, we label these together, along with fear, as destructive leadership.
These studies found that destructive leadership impacted a number of
organizational outcomes, including job satisfaction (Einarsen, Aasland, & Skogstad,
2007; Martinko et al., 2011), follower optimism (De Hoogh & Den Hartog, 2008),
intention to leave (Tepper, 2000), and emotional exhaustion (Harvey, Stoner,
Hochwarter, & Kacmar, 2007). We did not find research that examined the effects of fear
on the relationship between leaders and their followers (operationalized as leadermember relationships, or LMX), which is odd given the pervasive nature of fear in our
society (Jordan, 2008) but more specifically because fear is inevitably a tool employed by
tyrannical, bullying, and abusive leaders.
We find several articles that addressed the effects of other forms of destructive
leadership on LMX. One particularly useful article by Martinko et al. (2011) found a
confounding relationship between abusive supervision and LMX, thus suggesting some

29

overlap between the two constructs. Pelletier (2012) found that LMX out-groups were
more likely than in-groups to label a leader as abusive, and those respondents were more
likely to label leaders as abusive when they attacked a member of their own group.
Finally Ferris et al. (2007) found that bullying supervisors depressed workers’ feelings of
employee trust, commitment, and satisfaction, which are three elements of leadermember exchange relationships (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). Ferris et al. (2007) add that
leadership bullying is related to low LMX relationships except when it is used
strategically to increase confidence.
Although there is a paucity of literature on fear and LMX leadership, the
indication in the more general destructive leadership literature is that destructive
behaviors affect LMX relationships.
Two of the studies we found examined the relationship between destructive
leadership and perceptions of leadership. Martinko et al. (2011) concluded that
“subordinates' hostile attribution styles were positively related to subordinates'
perceptions of abuse…” (p. 751). The attribution styles construct is grounded in
attribution theory (Weiner, 1986), which refers to peoples’ biases and their effects on
their descriptions of causality. The interpretation is that subordinates’ perception of
leader hostility, while it may be a constructed reality, disposes them to perceive leaders as
abusive. Kant et al. (2013) reported that when leaders are perceived as being angry,
followers are likely to report that they are subject to petty tyranny; in other words, toxic
anger from leaders shapes the way followers perceive the behaviors of those leaders.
Although the literature support is skimpy, we propose that destructive leadership in
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general, and fear specifically, creates hostile attitudes about, and fear of, leaders thus
influencing their perceptions of the nature of the leadership they experience.
Several studies (Gerstner & Day, 1997; Kent & Chelladurai, 2001; Schynsa &
Schillingb, 2013) were found that report positive relationships between LMX and
attitudes about leadership (e.g., transformational leadership). Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995),
referencing findings from three unpublished dissertations (Basu, 1991; Scott, 1993;
Tierney, 1992), argued that LMX accounts for much of the explanatory power of
transformational leadership in studies of organizational outcomes.
These studies of LMX and perceptions of leadership examined specific theoretical
perspectives of leadership, notably transformational leadership. In this study, we will
generalize leadership beyond these rather narrow perspectives and will explore general
perceptions of leadership within the Libyan culture. We use a general leadership scale
(the Globe study survey), a multi-dimensional scale of leadership characteristics, to
understand how leadership is understood by Libyans

Power Distance
Power distance orientation is associated with the degree of individual’s beliefs
concerning the extent to which superiors are entitled to prestige and to privilege and also
the extent to that people ought to support and accept the views of superiors (Hofstede,
1980). Hofstede (1980) defined power distance at the societal level as the extent that a
society accepts the actual fact that power in establishments and organizations is
distributed unevenly. Power distance originally was conceptualized at the societal level;
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however in recent research, individual variability in value orientations within culture has
gotten the attention of researchers (Botero & Dyne, 2009). This individual focus is vital
because a culture often disagrees with the extent to which they subscribe to the dominant
values of their culture (Farh, Hackett, & Liang, 2007).
Anand, Hu, Liden, and Vidyarthi (2011) found little in the business literature
regarding power distance, uncovering only one such study. That research was led by
Anand himself (Anand & Vidyarthi, 2008); it found that power distance mediated the
effects of LMX on task performance. Antonakis and Atwater (2002) anticipated a
relationship between power distance and LMX but did not follow up empirically.
We found a few additional studies that have examined LMX and power distance,
(Begley et al., 2002; Botero & Dyne, 2009), and they confirm the significant mediating
effect of power distance on LMX outcomes. We also found that power distance affects
leadership in varying other ways (Jian-Qiao, Jun, & Yong-Jun, 2010; Pasa, 2000; Punj &
Krishnan, 2006; Tavanti, 2012). For example, Punj and Krishnan observed a strong
positive relationship between power distance and transformational leadership among
armed forces personnel in India, but they based their conclusions on correlation
coefficients and they failed to explain why high power distance is associated with high
transformational scores. Tavanti, in a factor analysis of survey responses from MBA
students in Turkey, found that power distance affects the way respondents described
leadership; they concluded that leaders in high power distance environments were likely
to use implicit influence and more directive forms of influence, such as authority,
pressure, and taking control.
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In the Globe study, Carl, Gupta and Javidan (2004) wrote on power distance and
the relationship among power, leadership, and LMX, but presented no evidence on power
distance and LMX outcomes. The discussion in the Globe study was about how cultures
differ on power distance.
We found no study that examined power distance and fear, but the link is
sufficiently intuitive particularly given that we are examining a totalitarian regime that
we will include it in our analysis of that variable as well.

Summary
In this chapter, we touch on history of education in Libya, overview of LMX,
perception of leadership, culture of fear, impact of fear on leadership and LMX, and
power distance and its impact on leadership and LMX. We dealt with education in Libya
by reviewing the historical stages of education form the Islamic conquest to the present,
and we tried to identify the factors that affect students and faculty members’ relationship
in Libyan universities, which are education system and culture. We discussed LMX
theory by focusing on demonstrated and stages of development. Culture of fear was
defended and with reference to culture of fear in Libya. Reviewing the literature, there is
a paucity of literature on the affecting of fear and LMX and leadership, but what we
found support that there are somewhat an effects of fear on leadership and LMX. Also,
we found a few studies examine the effects of power distance on leadership and LMX,
but, what we found, are supported that there are effects of power distance on both LMX
and leadership. In the next chapter, we will represent the methodology of study.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY

The goal of this study is to analyze the effects of a political culture of fear on
student perceptions of leader-member exchange theory (LMX) relationship with faculty
and their perceptions of the nature of leadership in Libyan business schools. This chapter
discusses the methodology for this study; it is organized into four sections: (a) selection
of participants, (b) instrumentation, (c) data collection, and (d) data analysis.

Selection of Participants
Faculties and students from business school in seven Libyan Universities were
invited to participate in this study. The universities were not selected randomly because
the researcher wanted to select the biggest universities in Libya with branches in different
cities covering a large area. 670 surveys were distributed on participants (120 faculties,
550 students).
The faculty members from different departments in business schools in seven
universities were asked to volunteer for this study. Ten to 25 faculty members
volunteered from each university. The researcher contacted each of them personally and
asked them to complete the paper-and-pencil survey. Researcher solicited faculty
members from different departments in each university. Each volunteer was further asked
if they would allow access to the students in their classes, and to allow the researcher to
invite 19 students from each class to complete the survey. The researcher went to these
classes at the end of a class period, explained the purpose of this study to students, and
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invited them to complete the survey. Nineteen volunteers from each class, selected by the
seating chart, in each class were asked to be part of this study’s sample. Systematic linear
procedures were used to choose participants; based on the seating chart, every student
was recruited. The selected students were asked to stay after class to complete the paperand-pencil survey while the remaining students were asked to leave.
The participants’ surveys were coded by five-digit numbers that include three
parts. The first digit part represents the university which was taken numbers from 1 to 7.
The second was a code representing which group of participants (faculty or student).
Faculties were had code 1 and students were coded 2. The last part took three digits to
represent a serial number of the participant.

Instrumentation
For the purposes of this study, a survey was used to measure the relationship
between faculties and students, leadership style, culture of fear, and power distance. The
survey included an introduction section and then 5 questionnaire sections: (a) a
demographic information section, (b) Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) section, (c)
leader behaviors section, (d) culture of fear section, and (e) power distance section.
The purpose of demographic information section was to identify the
characteristics of the sample. This section included 5 items which was a multiple choice
response format.
LMX has been used by many researchers to measure the relationship between
leaders and their members in different kind of organizations; it has also been used to
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examine relationships between teachers and their students (Bowler, 2001; Myers, 2006).
In this study, Liden and Maslyn (1998) survey is used to measure Leader-Member
Exchange (LMX). This survey was designed to examine the relationship between leaders
and their members in a workplace; however, some changes have been made in Liden and
Maslyn’s survey to customize it for the selected audience (“boss” would have been
changed to “teacher” for example). The survey measures four dimensions of LMX:
Affect, Loyalty, Contribution, Professional Respect. The LMX section included 12 items
of which 11 items examine faculties and students perceptions on each other in general
and one items examine the relationship between faculty and his/her students in specific
class. A Likert scale that had response options of 1-7 for each item was used. Participants
were asked to choose one of the options of 1 to 7, with 1 being strongly disagree and 7
being strongly agree.
The GLOBE study leadership survey was used to measure the leader behavior in
Libyan universities(House et al., 2004). The GLOBE leadership survey includes two
parts, with each part containing 56 items. These 112 items measured leadership attributes
and behaviors; e.g., Autonomous, Self-Serving, Friendly, etc. The items clustered into six
dimensions (a) Charismatic/Value-Based, (b)Team Oriented, (c)Participative, (d)Humane
Oriented, (e)Autonomous, and (f)Self-Protective (Dorfman et al., 2004). A Likert scale
has been used with response options of 1-7 for each item, with 1 indicating that the given
behavior or characteristic greatly inhibits a person from being an outstanding leader and 7
indicating behavior or characteristic contributes greatly to a person being an outstanding
leader.
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The next section in the survey is culture of fear. These questions werecrafted
tevaluate Nyberg’s (1981) four forms of power (a) force, (b) fiction, (c) finance, and (d)
fealty. The culture of fear survey includes 12 items. Each form of power is evaluated with
3 questions designed to test three levels of modern cultural fear: the individual, the
societal, and the existential levels (Young & Brewer, 2008) . The culture of fear survey
has been tested by pilot study in Libya. The culture of fear section used a seven-point
Likert scale ranging from 1 strongly disagree to 7 strongly agree.
The last section is power distance. The GLOBE study items measuring power
distance survey were used after made some changes to customize them for an educational
respondent. These questions examined what power distance should be in Libyan
universities. There were 2 items that used a seven-point Likert scale.
After the survey has been selected and created, it was translation into Arabic
which is the language that use in Libya. To make sure the English survey (see Appendix
1) and Arabic survey are identical, I translated it to Arabic, then the Arabic copy was sent
to an Arabic speaking faculty member at Clemson University to retranslate the Arabic
copy into English (see Appendix 2). After I received the faculty member’s translation, I
compared with the original English version to determine the different between them and I
made the necessary change in the Arabic survey (Appendix 3).

Data Collection
This study employed a quantitative methodology of data collection and analysis.
A paper survey was used to collect data. The researcher used the paper survey rather than
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an online survey for two reasons: (a) using online survey is not common in Libya, so the
participants would have faced problems dealing with it, (b) the researcher wanted to use
the paper survey to contact participants face-to-face to clarify the survey and how to deal
with it, especially for students.
The survey was developed in two steps. The first step was choosing and creating
the survey. In this step, the researcher chooses LMX, leader behavior, and power distance
surveys. The researcher selected Liden and Maslyn’s (1998) survey to exam the
relationship between faculties and students. The original, LMX survey was created to
exam leaders and members’ relationship in business so the researcher made appropriate
changes for the population surveyed. The second step was examining the survey. A pilot
study on 100 participants (faculty members and students) in one of Libyan universities
was conducted to field test the survey. The purpose of this pilot study was to know in
general if there are any problems in the survey before using it, to examine LMX survey
change, and to exam the created culture of fear survey.
The researcher goal was to survey 670 participants (120 faculties and 550
students) in business schools in 7 Libyan universities. The participants were volunteers as
already explained in section selection of participants in this chapter. The researcher spent
3 days with participants in each university to distribute and collect survey. A total of 393
surveys were returned, 83 surveys from faculty members and 310 from students. 79
incomplete surveys were excluded, 6 surveys from faculty members and 73 surveys from
students.
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After collect and reviewed the collected survey the data was entered on SPSS file
manual. To make sure that the entered data is correct, the researcher reviewed it twice
than it was reviewed by another person.

Data Analysis
This study investigated the effect of a political culture of fear on student
perceptions of LMX relationship with faculty and of their perceptions of the nature of
leadership. Different kinds of analysis were used to answer the study question. The
analysis was conducted using SPSS software to conduct exploratory factor analyses
(EFA) and t tests. Amos software was used to conduct confirmatory factor analyses
(CFA) and structural equation modeling (SEM).

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)
Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) is useful for defining constructs and for
showing how variables are related to each other (Comrey & Lee, 1992). In this study,
exploratory factor analysis was used as a first step in defining the LMX, leadership, and
culture of fear constructs.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is a statistical technique that deals with
measurement relationship between observed measures or indicators and latent variables
or factors. CFA is used in (a) psychometric evaluation of measures, (b) construct
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validation, (c) testing method effects, and (d) testing measurement (Brown, 2006). In this
study CFA was used to indicate which variables in the LMX theory, leader behaviors,
and culture of fear load on which factors (defined by the EFA. The analysis result
obtained from the SPSS software are shown in tables and figures in result chapter.

Figure 3.1
Relation among Culture of Fear, Power Distance, Leadership and LMX

Structural Equation Modeling (SEM)
Structural equation modeling (SEM) is a statistical technique that exams
relationship among one or more independent variables with one or more dependent
variables (Byrne, 2001). In this study, SEM was used to exam the model exhibited in
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Figure 3.1. This figure shows the effect of a political culture of fear and power distance
on student perceptions of leader-member exchange (LMX) relationship with faculty and
of their perceptions of the nature of leadership.

Additional Analyses
This study used additional analyses. One of the additional analyses compared the
result of this study on leadership dimensions in Libya with the scores of GLOBE
leadership dimensions in other Middle Eastern nations (Egypt, Kuwait, Qatar, Morocco,
and Turkey) (Table 3.1). This enabled me to define the differences between Libyan
leadership behavior and the leadership behavior in these countries. It also enabled me to
new scores of leadership dimensions in Middle East. For this part, t-tests were used to
compare the Libyan leadership dimension with those in other countries. This study also
compared the result of faculty member and student perceptions of leadership, LMX,
culture of fear and power distance using t-tests.

Table 3.1
Leadership Dimensions in Middle East
Societal
Cluster

Middle
East

Leadership Dimensions
Charismatic/
Value-Based

Team
Oriented

Participative

Humane
Oriented

Autonomous

SelfProtective

5.35

5.47

4.97

4.80

3.68

3.79
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Summary
This chapter described the methodology used to achieve the purpose of this study.
It defined the participants and the size of the sample, and how the samples were selected.
In addition, this chapter discussed the methodology for collecting data and the data
analyses. The next chapter discussed the study results.
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CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS AND IMPLICATIONS

This study examines the consequences of a political culture of fear and power
distance on student perceptions relating to leader-member exchange theory (LMX)
relationship with faculties, and their perceptions of the nature of leadership in Libyan
business school. In addition, this study compared its results with the GLOBE study
Middle Eastern results (House et al., 2004) and compared students and faculties results.
This chapter presents the results of the pilot study and the finding of the study itself.
Different kinds of statistical analyzes were used. Descriptive statistics were used
to analysis the demographic data. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA) were used to describe and confirm the factors of LMX, leadership
behaviors, and culture of fear. Structural equation modeling (SEM) was used to examine
the effects of culture of fear and power distance on relationships between faculty and
students, and their perceptions of the nature of leadership, and the effects of LMX on
leadership. T-tests were used to compare perceptions of students with those of faculty
members on LMX, leadership, and culture of fear. Also, t-tests were used to compare the
finding of this study to the results of the GOLBE study.

Pilot Study
A pilot study was conducted in a business school in one of Libyan university. The
purpose of the pilot study was to analyze the survey to know generally if there are any
problems that needed to fix before using it in the full analysis, to examine the impact of
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wording changes that were made in LMX survey, and to test the viability of the culture of
fear survey created specifically for this study. 30 faculties and 70 students from two
classes were invited to participate in the pilot study. 89 surveys were returned, 25 surveys
from faculty members and 64 from students. The majority of the participants were female
with percentage greater than 74% (Table 4.1). The participants were from four different
departments and generally, about 45% of them were from business administration
department (Table 4.2).Most of the faculty members in the pilot study were assistant
lecturers and demonstrators with percentage of 76%, and 60% of faculty members had
master degree (Table 4.3).

Table 4.1
Pilot Study Demographic Data (Gender)

Male

Faculty
Female

Total

11
12.36%

14
15.73%

25
28.09%

Male

Student
Female

Total

12
13.48%

52
58.43%

64
71.91%

Male

Total
Female

Total

23
25.84%

66
74.16%

89
100%

Table 4.2
Pilot Study Demographic Data (Department)
Department

Faculty
Student
Total

Accountant

Business
Administration

Economy

Marketing

2
14
16

20
20
40

2
12
14

1
0
1

2.25%
15.73%
17.98%

22.47%
22.47%
44.94%
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2.25%
13.48%
15.73%

1.12%
0%
1.12%

General
0
18
18

0%
20.22%
20.22%

Table 4.3
Pilot Study Demographic Data (Faculty Position by Degree)

Degree
Demonstrator
Grad Student
9
36%
MS
0
0%
PhD
0
0%
Total
9
36%

Position
Assistant
Lecturer
Lecturer
0
0%
0
0%
10
40%
5
20%
0
0%
0
0%
10
40%
5
20%

Assistant
Professor
0
0%
0
0%
1
4%
1
4%

Total
9 36%
15 60%
1
4%
25 100%

Examining the Pilot Study Survey
Exploratory factor analysis was used to analyze the pilot study survey. Several
measurements were used to test LMX and culture of fear. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) was used to test the ratio of the squared
correlation to the squared partial correlation between variables. In practice, KMO reveals
whether the survey items come from the same universe of items, and consequently a
function similar to Chronbach’s alpha. The acceptable values of KMO is more than 0.5, a
good fit is between 0.7 and 0.8, a great value is between 0.8 and 0.9, more than 0.9 is an
excellent fit (Hutcheson & Sofroniou, 1999). The determinant of the correlation matrix
should be more than 0.00001 (Field, 2009); anything less suggests multicoliniarity in the
dataset.
Table 4.4 shows the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy
(KMO) for the pilot study. For 11 items of LMX, the KMO was .685 which is acceptable,
and for culture of fear was .714 which good fit (Hutcheson & Sofroniou, 1999). Bartlett’s
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test of sphericity showed χ² of 192.272 for LMX, 306.304 for culture of fear; ρ was
significant for both measures.

Table 4.4
Pilot KMO and Bartlett’s Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity
Approx. Chi-Square
Sig.

LMX
.685

Culture of Fear
.714

192.272
.000

306.304
.000

The next measurements that were used in the pilot study were measures of
sampling adequacy (MSA). This measurement tests the values of KMO for individual
variables. The accepted value of MSA is more than 0.5 for all variables (Field, 2009).
The MSA for LMX and Culture of fear variables were all more than 0.5 (see Appendix 4
and 5).
The LMX and culture of fear determinants were significance (.100 and .025
respectively) which means there is no multicollinearity in these scales; in other words, the
correlation matrix and singular matrix are significantly different (Field, 2009).
For the pattern matrix in the pilot study data, eleven items of the LMX scale were
grouped into four factors; these are the same factors that Liden and Maslyn (see
Appendix 6). For the twelve culture of fear items, the pattern matrix grouped items into
three factors, contrary to what was expected. The culture of fear survey was created to
examine four forms of fear: force, fiction, finance, and fealty. The result of the pilot study
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showed that the finance and fealty items merged into one factor (see Appendix 7). In
general, the results of the pilot study were acceptable and it supported using the survey in
this study.

Data Analysis
Faculty members and students from business schools in Libyan universities were
invited to participate in this study. Participants were recruited from 7 universities from
different cities in Libya. 670 surveys were distributed, 120 to faculty members and, 550
to students. A total of 393 surveys were returned, 83 surveys from faculty members and
310 from students. 79 incomplete surveys were excluded, 6 surveys from faculty
members and 73 surveys from students. the final number of participants that were
accepted was 314, faculty members were 77and students were 237, which a good sample
size for factor analysis study (Comrey & Lee, 1992; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

Demographic Data
The demographic data came from the first section in the survey. The goal of
collecting this information was to give an idea about the nature of the participants. The
demographic data is represented in three tables; gender, department, and faculty member
position by degree. The gender table shows that the number of male and female student in
this study was almost equal while the number of male faculty member was more than
twice the number of female faculty, which reflects the fact that the number of male
faculty member in Libyan businesses school is more than female (Table 4.5). The
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participants in this study were from different departments in the businesses schools. The
highest percentages of participants were from accountant departments (Table 4.6). This
study included faculty members with different positions and degrees. More than 42% of
faculty members were assistant lecturer and more than 55% faculty members have master
degree (Table 4.7).

Table 4.5
Demographic Data of the Study (Gender)
Student

Faculty

Total

Male

Female

Total

Male

Female

Total

Male

Female

Total

56

21

77

118

119

237

174

140

314

17.83%

6.69%

24.52%

37.58%

37.90%

75.48%

55.41%

44.59%

100.00%

Table 4.6
Demographic Data of the Study (Department)
Department
Accountant

Business
Administration

Finance

Economy

Marketing

Others

Faculty

35

11.15%

11

3.50%

4

1.27%

6

1.91%

1

0.32%

20

6.37%

Student

80

25.48%

59

18.79%

13

4.14%

30

9.55%

0

0.00%

55

17.52%

Total

115

36.62%

70

22.29%

17

5.41%

36

11.46%

1

0.32%

75

23.89%
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Table 4.7
Demographic Data of the Study (Faculty Position by Degree)
Position
Degree
Demonstrator
Grad St. 21
MS

Assistant
Lecturer

21

Associate
Professor

Total
Professor

27.27%
33

42.86%

PhD
Total

Assistant
Professor

Lecturer

27.27% 33

42.86%

21

27.27%

43

55.84%

9

11.69%

1

1.30%

8

10.39%

2

2.60%

1

1.30%

2

2.60%

13

16.88%

17

22.08%

3

3.90%

1

1.30%

2

2.60%

77

100.00%

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)
Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) is useful for defining constructs and for
showing how variables are related to each other (Comrey & Lee, 1992). In this study,
exploratory factor analysis was used as a first step in defining the LMX, leadership, and
culture of fear constructs.

Table 4.8
KMO and Bartlett’s Test
LMX

Leadership

Culture of
Fear

.805

.844

.828

Chi-Square

737.988

17224.640

1250.302

Sig.

.000

.000

.000

KMO
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity

The eleven LMX items, 112 leadership items, and 12 culture of fear items were
initially explored with EFA. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy
(KMO)for LMX was .805 for culture of fear it was .828; and for leadership it was .844;
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which considered great values (Hutcheson & Sofroniou, 1999). Bartlett’s test of
sphericity was likewise adequate: The χ² are 737.988 for LMX, 1250.302 for culture of
fear, and 17224.640 for leadership and ρ was .000 for all measures (Table 4.8).
The Pattern Matrix for the 11 LMX items yielded 4 factors, as expected, based on
the Liden and Maslyn (1998) study from which the items came. These factors represent
Professional Respect, Loyalty, Affect, and Contribution (Table 4.9).

Table 4.9
Pattern Matrix of LMX
Component of Factors
Professional
Respect
I like my professors very much as a
person. My students Like me very
much as a person.
My professors are the kind of person
one would like to have as a friend. My
students think I am a kind of person
that they would like to have as a friend.
My professors are a lot of fun to work
with. My students think that I am a lot
of fun to work with.
My professors defend my work actions
to a superior, even without complete
knowledge of the issue in question. I
defend my students’ work actions to a
superior, even without complete
knowledge of the issue in question.
My professors would come to my
defense if I were "attacked" by others. I
would come to my students’ defense if
they were “attacked” by others.

Loyalty

Affect Contribution
-.696

-.794

-.670

.723

.814
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Component of Factors
Professional
Respect
My professors would defend me to
others in the university if I made an
honest mistake. I would defend my
students to others in the university if
they made an honest mistake.
I do work for my professors that go
beyond what is specified in my schoolrelated description. My students do
work for me that go beyond what is
specified in their school-related
description.
I am willing to apply extra efforts,
beyond those normally required, to
further the interests of my work group.
My students willing to apply extra
efforts, beyond those normally
required, furthering the interests of
their work group.
I am impressed with my professors’
knowledge of their job. My students
impressed with my knowledge of my
job.
I respect my professors’ knowledge of
and competence on the job. My
students respect my knowledge of and
competence on the job.
I admire my professors’ professional
skills. My students admire my
professional skills.

Loyalty
.407

Affect Contribution

.452

.938

.808

.823

.769
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Table 4.10
Pattern Matrix of Leadership Factors
1. Charismatic I
Confidence builder
Nonparticipative
Honest

4. Charismatic III
Provocateur
Excellence-oriented
*
Procedural
7. Self-interested
Self-interested
Tyrannical
10. Diplomatic
Diplomatic
Cautious

.362
-.365
.560

.365
-.400
-.719

.482
.475

.624
.599

13. Team Maker
Team-builder
Risk taker***

-.473
-.792

16. Class conscious
Class conscious

-.818

19. Evasive
Evasive
22. Irascible
Irritable
Loner
25. Self-sacrificial
Motive arouser
Self-sacrificial
Patient
28. Bossy
Bossy
31. Charismatic II
Foresight
Communicative
Excellenceoriented*

.785
.717
.512
.429
.771
.392
.848
.474
.387
.422

2. Nonintegrity
Trustworthy
Individually oriented
Ruler
Dishonest
Hostile
5. Humane Orientation
Fraternal
Generous
Compassionate
Self-effacing
8. Self-saver
Nondelegator
Avoids negatives
11. Self-centered
Egocentric
Non-explicit
Distant

-.428
.369
.488
.477
.418
-.387
-.437
-.772
-.398
-.700
-.649

-.407
-.658
-.739

14. Status-conscious
Vindictive
Logical
Status-conscious
17. Ambitious
Performance-oriented
Ambitious
20. Coordinator
Coordinator
23. Asocial
Secretive
Asocial
26. Domineering
Domineering
Dependable
29. Face Saver
Intra-group face-saver
32. Sincere
Loyal
Unique

* Excellence-oriented exist into Charismatic II and Charismatic III
**Anticipatory exist into Anticipatory and Worldly
***Risk taker exist into Anticipatory and Team Maker
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-.367
.659
.769
.734
.566
-.467
-.416
-.831
.788
-.411

-.636
-.370
-.640

3. Integrity
Sincere
Just
Win/win problem-solver
Encouraging Normative
6. Worldly
Anticipatory **
Worldly
Intra-group conflict
avoider
9. Dictatorial
Dictatorial
Individualistic
Ritualistic
12. Decisive
Improvement-oriented
Clear
Intelligent
Decisive
15. Autonomous
Autonomous
Independent
18. Elusive
Indirect
Habitual
21. Tender
Tender
24. Consultative
Formal
Consultative
27. Cautious
Risk averse
Sensitive
30. Integrator
Integrator
33. Anticipatory
Anticipatory**
Risk taker ***

.421
.579
.730
.497

.378
.721
.768

.636
.703
.537
.510
.528
.426
.380
-.816
-.783

.812
.551
-.754
-.775
-.376
.366
.787

.756
.403
.812

Table 4.11
Leadership Dimension
Team Oriented
• Team Maker
• Class Conscious
• Coordinator
• Consultative
• Self-sacrificial
• Cautious
• Face Saver
• Integrator

Charismatic
• Charismatic I
• Charismatic II
• Charismatic III
• Integrity
• Decisive
• Ambitious
• Sincere

Self-protective
• Self-saver
• Diplomatic
• Evasive
• Elusive

Ill-tempered
• Irascible
• Self Centered
• Nonintegrity
• Tender
• Asocial

Consciousness
• Worldly
• Status-conscious

Autocratic
• Self-interested
• Dictatorial
• Domineering
• Bossy

Autonomous
• Autonomous

Humane Orientation
• Humane Orientation

The Globe leadership items clustered into 8 dimensions which were labeled Team
Oriented, Charismatic, Self-protective, Ill-tempered, Consciousness, Autocratic,
Autonomous, and Humane Orientation. Following procedures used in the Globe study,
the leadership dimensions were derived in a two-step process. First, leadership items
were examined with factor analysis, which yielded 33 factors with eigenvalues greater
than 1. These 33 factors included 73 of the original 112 leadership items (see Table 4.10).
The leadership factor labeled Anticipatory was excluded because it has only two items
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and these items were already in other factors (Worldly and Team Maker). There were 7
factors (Class Conscious, Coordinator, Tender, Evasive, Face Saver, Integrator, and
Bossy) with only one item each but they were not excluded because these items loaded
only on the given factor and because they were useful in second step.
The second step grouped these 32 leadership factors into higher level clusters
depending on which factors are logically related given our understanding of Libyan
culture. Table 4.11 shows 8 leadership dimensions: Team Oriented, Charismatic, Selfprotective, Ill-tempered, Consciousness, Autocratic, Autonomous, and Humane
Orientation.
The 12 culture of fear items clustered into 3 factors (instead of the 4 that we
anticipated). These factors are Fealty-Finance, Force, and Fiction. The fealty and the
finance items grouped together in one factor as was the case in the pilot study, although
they were designed in the survey to be separate, based on Nyberg’s (1981) forms of
power (see Table 4.12). The likely reason that the fealty and the finance’s items merged
are likely that during the rule of Gadhafi financing and fealty were linked: Those who
supported the regime controlled the distribution of resources.
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Table 4.12
Pattern Matrix of Culture of Fear

The use of actual or threatened physical harm forced
me to agree to, or do things that were contrary to
what I would have preferred to do.
The use of actual or threatened physical harm created
or enhanced feelings of fear across my community.

Component of Factors
Fealty
Force Fiction
Finance
.842

.844

The use of actual or threatened physical harm made
me feel hatred and hostility toward those making the
threat.
The use of rumor or stories that talked about internal
or external dangers to the people of Libya made me
feel fear.
The regime’s use of media created and enhanced an
atmosphere of fear.
The absence of a local independent media and lack of
confidence in regime media made me turn to external
media.
The fact that the government controlled my source of
income made me afraid of showing opposition.

.592

.836

.680
.463

.439

People were afraid of those who controlled their
source of income.

.585

Because of fear of losing their jobs, people showed
loyalty to the regime even if they did not feel loyal.

.828

I feared retribution if I did or said something in
public that could have been perceived as threatening
to the regime.
People avoided doing things that could have been
perceived as lack of support for what the regime did.

.685

I felt pressure to actively endorse the regime and its
actions.

.502
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.828

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is a statistical technique that evaluates
measurement relationships between observed measures or indicators and latent variables
or factors. CFA is used extensively in psychometric evaluation of measures, construct
validation, testing method effects, and testing measurement (Brown, 2006). In this study
CFA was used to confirm the clustering of items for LMX, leadership, and culture of
fear, and to create latent factors for use in the subsequent structural equation model. CFA
is an a priori analysis, thus it requires hypotheses regarding the theoretical distribution of
items into latent variables. Three hypothesizes were tested to confirm the factors for
LMX, culture of fear, and leadership.
Hypothesis 1: There are 4 LMX factors, as indicated by factor analysis: professional
respect, loyalty, affect, and contribution.
Hypothesis 2: There are 3 factors of culture of fear, as indicated by factor analysis:
Fealty-Finance, Force, and Fiction.
Hypothesis 3: There are 8 dimensions of leadership: Team Oriented, Charismatic, Selfprotective, Ill-tempered, Consciousness, Autocratic, Autonomous, and
Humane Orientation.
CFA analysis of the three hypotheses above provided parameter estimates and
model goodness-of-fit results. The parameter estimates were evaluated with the critical
ratio (C.R.) for each factor loading. C.R. represents parameter estimates divided by
respective standard deviations. The significant parameters should be ˃ ± 1.96, which
represents a probability level of α = .05 (Byrne, 2010).
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Several statistical measurements were used to test goodness of fit for the model.
The standardized RMR, or SRMR, measures the average value across all standardized
residuals. Individual standardized residuals greater than 2.58 indicate excessive
unexplained variance between a pair of variables, and an SRMR greater than about 0.05
suggests that the average value of these standardized residuals may be unacceptable.
Values of SRMR less than .05 represent a well fitted model (Byrne, 2010). Another
statistic measurement used to test the goodness-of-fit are CFI and TLI values. They are
derived from the comparison of a hypothesized model with the independence model
(essentially an independence model is the worst possible model that can be created, so
TLI reveals how much the hypothesized model is an improvement over this worse-case
scenario). The CFI should be .90 or more for good fit and a value for TLI close to .95 for
large samples indicate good fit (Byrne, 2010).

Table 4.13
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

SRMR
.0389
.000
.000

LMX
Leadership
Culture of Fear

TLI
.968
.855
.872

Default Model
CFI
RMSEA
.978
.039
.867
.039
.909
.068

The last goodness-of-fit statistics used is the root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA). This statistic indicates how well the hypothesized model fits an
optimal model; it is sensitive to the number of hypothesized paths so it is considered a
good measure of complexity in the hypothesized model. A good model fit is indicated
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when RMSEA is less than .05, and values as high as .08 represent reasonable errors of
approximation in the population (Byrne, 2010). Finally the correlations among factors are
examined for indications of multicollinearity (indicated by coefficients > 1.0; Byrne,
2010).
Table 4.13 indicates that the hypothesized 4-factor model for LMX exhibits good
fit. The C.R., parameter estimate, and standard errors for the LMX factors are reasonable
and are statistically significant Hypothesis 1 for LMX is supported (see Table 4.14). No
multicollinearity was observed in the factor correlations.

Table 4.14
Regression Weights of LMX Factors
Estimate

S.E.

C.R.

Q2.9

<---

Professional-Respect

1.267

.112

11.278

Q2.11

<---

Professional-Respect

1.200

.111

10.809

Q2.10

<---

Professional-Respect

1.000

Q2.3

<---

Affect

1.440

.174

8.290

Q2.2

<---

Affect

1.018

.139

7.318

Q2.1

<---

Affect

1.000

Q2.5

<---

Loyalty

1.000

Q2.4

<---

Loyalty

1.093

.176

6.210

Q2.7

<---

Contribution

1.000

Q2.6

<---

Loyalty

.804

.145

5.562

Q2.8

<---

Contribution

1.432

.523

2.739
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Figure 4.1
CFA Model. LMX Factors
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The leadership model derived using procedures described by the Globe authors
presented some difficulties in obtaining good fit: The TLI and CFI coefficients for the
leadership model are lower should be, but the SRMR and the RMSEA coefficients are
good (see Table 4.13). The parameter estimates for the latent variables, Team -Oriented
and Autonomous were not significant and those latent variables were dropped from the
model for leadership. No multicollinearity was observed. Given this, hypothesis 2 is
partially supported and a 6 latent variable solution was used in the mode with the
understanding that this particular model is determined ex post facto (Byrne, 2010) and its
goodness-of-fit is not quite what would be optimal.

Table 4.15
Standardized Regression Weights of LMX Factors
Estimate
Q2.9

<---

Professional-Respect

.830

Q2.11

<---

Professional-Respect

.741

Q2.10

<---

Professional-Respect

.683

Q2.3

<---

Affect

.759

Q2.2

<---

Affect

.564

Q2.1

<---

Affect

.597

Q2.5

<---

Loyalty

.577

Q2.4

<---

Loyalty

.637

Q2.7

<---

Contribution

.253

Q2.6

<---

Loyalty

.475

Q2.8

<---

Contribution

.389
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Table 4.16
Regression Weights of Leadership Factors
Estimate
Self-saver
Elusive
Charismatic III
Sincere
Decisive
Ambitious
Charismatic I
Integrity
Irascible
Self-Centered
Nonintegrity
Asocial
Worldly
Status-conscious
Dictatorial
Domineering
Self-interested
Sincere
Q4.45
Q4.44
Q4.17
Q4.16
Q4.32
Q4.29
Q4.26
Q4.12
Q3.31
Q3.21
Q3.20
Q3.15
Q4.41
Q4.40
Q3.44
Q3.43
Q3.22
Q3.11
Q3.29
Q3.28
Q4.25
Q3.27

<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<---

Self-protective
Self-protective
Charismatic
Charismatic
Charismatic
Charismatic
Charismatic
Charismatic
Ill-tempered
Ill-tempered
Ill-tempered
Ill-tempered
Consciousness
Consciousness
Autocratic
Autocratic
Autocratic
Self-protective
Self-saver
Self-saver
Elusive
Elusive
Charismatic I
Charismatic I
Charismatic I
Integrity
Integrity
Integrity
Integrity
Integrity
Ambitious
Ambitious
Decisive
Decisive
Decisive
Decisive
Sincere
Sincere
Charismatic III
Charismatic III
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1.000
1.534
1.000
1.201
1.326
1.576
1.502
1.197
1.000
.764
1.130
.679
1.000
1.031
.475
-.780
1.000
.540
1.000
1.448
1.000
.599
1.000
-.640
1.167
1.000
1.017
1.095
.878
.894
1.000
.693
1.000
1.357
.961
1.242
1.000
1.495
1.000
-.662

S.E.

C.R.

.418

3.667

.284
.271
.285
.267
.236

4.226
4.895
5.532
5.630
5.080

.108
.144
.140

7.090
7.841
4.848

.200
.102
.089

5.149
4.640
-8.758

.199

2.709

.354

4.092

.145

4.122

.102
.097

-6.259
11.979

.120
.132
.111
.120

8.465
8.271
7.940
7.455

.113

6.127

.171
.140
.172

7.946
6.868
7.213

.268

5.574

.177

-3.732

Estimate
Q3.47
Q3.46
Q3.55
Q3.54
Q3.53
Q4.50
Q4.49
Q4.48
Q4.13
Q3.38
Q3.37
Q3.18
Q3.17
Q3.13
Q4.9
Q4.8
Q3.50
Q4.18
Q3.51
Q3.40
Q3.39
Q3.24
Q3.23
Q4.56
Q4.55
Q4.54
Q4.53
Q4.33
Q4.24
Q3.10
Q3.4
Q4.56
Q4.56
Q3.50
Q3.27
Q4.29
Q3.16
Q3.16
Q4.13
Q3.10
Q4.25

<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<---

Irascible
Irascible
Self-Centered
Self-Centered
Self-Centered
Nonintegrity
Nonintegrity
Nonintegrity
Nonintegrity
Asocial
Asocial
Worldly
Worldly
Worldly
Status conscious
Status conscious
Status-conscious
Humane orientation
Humane orientation
Humane orientation
Humane orientation
Self-interested
Self-interested
Dictatorial
Dictatorial
Dictatorial
Domineering
Domineering
Charismatic III
Ill-tempered
Autocratic
Ambitious
Charismatic III
Self-Centered
Irascible
Self-saver
Decisive
Integrity
Charismatic I
Humane orientation
Elusive
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1.000
.848
1.000
1.313
1.325
1.000
1.138
.836
1.000
1.000
.939
1.000
1.181
.742
1.000
1.241
-.424
1.000
.936
1.109
1.130
1.000
.902
1.000
1.518
1.271
1.000
-.869
1.309
1.034
.503
.328
.441
1.138
.528
.903
.491
.318
.532
.758
.263

S.E.

C.R.

.101

8.405

.161
.160

8.173
8.276

.087
.115

13.145
7.240

.234

4.009

.174
.118

6.789
6.270

.153
.122

8.136
-3.474

.143
.141
.144

6.531
7.892
7.834

.109

8.283

.275
.227

5.510
5.588

.137
.216
.217
.123
.125
.213
.173
.111
.233
.139
.128
.126
.186
.089

-6.365
6.067
4.772
4.093
2.631
2.065
6.583
4.772
3.869
3.537
2.480
4.212
4.084
2.938

Figure 4.2
CFA Model. Leadership Factors
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Table 4.17
Standardized Regression Weights of Leadership Factors
Estimate
Self-saver
Elusive
Charismatic III
Sincere
Decisive
Ambitious
Charismatic I
Integrity
Irascible
Self-Centered
Nonintegrity
Asocial
Worldly
Status-conscious
Dictatorial
Domineering
Self-interested
Sincere
Q4.45
Q4.44
Q4.17
Q4.16
Q4.32
Q4.29
Q4.26
Q4.12
Q3.31
Q3.21
Q3.20
Q3.15
Q4.41
Q4.40
Q3.44
Q3.43

<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<---

Self-protective
Self-protective
Charismatic
Charismatic
Charismatic
Charismatic
Charismatic
Charismatic
Ill-tempered
Ill-tempered
Ill-tempered
Ill-tempered
Consciousness
Consciousness
Autocratic
Autocratic
Autocratic
Self-protective
Self-saver
Self-saver
Elusive
Elusive
Charismatic I
Charismatic I
Charismatic I
Integrity
Integrity
Integrity
Integrity
Integrity
Ambitious
Ambitious
Decisive
Decisive
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.596
.502
.697
.873
.857
.678
.856
.749
.640
.767
.835
.559
.569
.690
.519
-.775
.766
.320
.373
.594
.805
.437
.750
-.382
.770
.570
.678
.648
.611
.556
.893
.476
.471
.827

Estimate
Q3.22
Q3.11
Q3.29
Q3.28
Q4.25
Q3.27
Q3.47
Q3.46
Q3.55
Q3.54
Q3.53
Q4.50
Q4.49
Q4.48
Q4.13
Q3.38
Q3.37
Q3.18
Q3.17
Q3.13
Q4.9
Q4.8
Q3.50
Q4.18
Q3.51
Q3.40
Q3.39
Q3.24
Q3.23
Q4.56
Q4.55
Q4.54
Q4.53
Q4.33
Q4.24
Q3.10
Q3.4

<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<---

Decisive
Decisive
Sincere
Sincere
Charismatic III
Charismatic III
Irascible
Irascible
Self-Centered
Self-Centered
Self-Centered
Nonintegrity
Nonintegrity
Nonintegrity
Nonintegrity
Asocial
Asocial
Worldly
Worldly
Worldly
Status-conscious
Status-conscious
Status-conscious
Humane orientation
Humane orientation
Humane orientation
Humane orientation
Self-interested
Self-interested
Dictatorial
Dictatorial
Dictatorial
Domineering
Domineering
Charismatic III
Ill-tempered
Autocratic
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.571
.638
.413
.728
.479
-.290
.776
.665
.543
.692
.711
.719
.826
.440
.541
.575
.481
.566
.720
.516
.680
.734
-.219
.572
.476
.640
.632
.827
.569
.483
.714
.643
.705
-.477
.759
.426
.241

Estimate
Q4.56
Q4.56
Q3.50
Q3.27
Q4.29
Q3.16
Q3.16
Q4.13
Q3.10
Q4.25

<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<---

Ambitious
Charismatic III
Self-Centered
Irascible
Self-saver
Decisive
Integrity
Charismatic I
Humane orientation
Elusive

.217
.180
.511
.352
.420
.314
.210
.267
.375
.219

For the culture of fear model, the goodness of-fit statistics TLI was a bit low but
all other goodness statistics are strong (see Table 4.13). There is no multicollinearity.
The parameter estimates for the hypothesized three-factor model were significant (see
Table 4.18), so hypothesis 3 is largely supported.

Table 4.18
Regression Weights of Culture of Fear Factors

Q5.12
Q5.11
Q5.10
Q5.9
Q5.7
Q5.6
Q5.5
Q5.4
Q5.1
Q5.2
Q5.3
Q5.8

<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<---

Estimate
1.000
1.173
1.645
1.617
1.343
.566
1.016
1.000
1.483
1.689
1.000
1.197

Fealty-Finance
Fealty-Finance
Fealty-Finance
Fealty-Finance
Fealty-Finance
Fiction
Fiction
Fiction
Force
Force
Force
Fealty-Finance
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S.E.

C.R.

.154
.188
.190
.172
.069
.084

7.622
8.733
8.492
7.816
8.251
12.028

.127
.124

11.706
13.597

.167

7.155

Figure 4.3
CFA Model. Culture of Fear Factors
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Table 4.19
Standardized Regression Weights of Culture of Fear Factors
Estimate
Q5.12
Q5.11
Q5.10
Q5.9
Q5.7
Q5.6
Q5.5
Q5.4
Q5.1
Q5.2
Q5.3
Q5.8

<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<---

Fealty-Finance
Fealty-Finance
Fealty-Finance
Fealty-Finance
Fealty-Finance
Fiction
Fiction
Fiction
Force
Force
Force
Fealty-Finance

.452
.655
.813
.820
.643
.493
.788
.768
.783
.906
.612
.663

Structural Equation Modeling (SEM)
Structural equation modeling (SEM) examines relationships between one or more
independent variables with one or more dependent variables (Byrne, 2001). In this study,
SEM is used to examine the effect of a political culture of fear and power distance on
perceptions of leader-member exchange relationships and on perceptions of leadership,
and the effects of LMX on leadership. Three hypothesizes are proposed:
Hypothesis 4: Power distance affects leadership perceptions and LMX.
Hypothesis 5: Culture of fear affects leadership perceptions and LMX.
Hypothesis 6: LMX affects perceptions of leadership
The parameter estimates (unstandardized regression weights) for this model are
presented in Table 4.20. Since critical ratios are not precise measures (Byrne, 2010), we
relaxed the probability level to include CRs that are significant at the 10% level (C.R. >
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1.645). Twelve paths were therefore include that would not have been included had we
used a stricter 5% level of significance (C.R. > 1.96) and eight of them are less than
1.645 but we left them because if they were excluded they would affect the other paths
significance. Power distance has six of eight paths that insignificance in 10%.

Table 4.20
Regression Weights of the Model

Professional-Respect
Professional-Respect
Professional-Respect
Contribution
Charismatic
Charismatic
Charismatic
Affect
Charismatic
Self-protective
Autocratic
Ill-tempered
Self-protective
Self-protective
Autocratic
Ill-tempered
Self-protective
Autocratic
Ill-tempered
Consciousness
Loyalty
Self-saver
Elusive
Charismatic III
Sincere
Decisive
Ambitious

<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<---

Power Distance
Force
Fealty-Finance
Power Distance
Power Distance
Force
Professional-Respect
Contribution
Contribution
Power Distance
Power Distance
Power Distance
Fiction
Fealty-Finance
Professional-Respect
Professional-Respect
Affect
Affect
Affect
Charismatic
Power Distance
Self-protective
Self-protective
Charismatic
Charismatic
Charismatic
Charismatic
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Estimate

S.E.

C.R.

-4.130
-.119
.096
-1.338
18.152
.047
.152
4.110
12.720
-8.379
-23.517
-16.243
-.117
.124
-.346
-.210
-1.383
-3.690
-2.567
.998
-4.547
1.000
1.174
1.000
1.436
1.312
1.584

2.239
.056
.057
1.028
11.627
.022
.068
2.354
8.769
5.542
14.375
10.029
.048
.060
.148
.101
.627
1.500
1.061
.237
2.456

-1.845
-2.146
1.672
-1.301
1.561
2.124
2.249
1.746
1.451
-1.512
-1.636
-1.620
-2.418
2.061
-2.338
-2.086
-2.204
-2.461
-2.419
4.211
-1.851

.361

3.255

.371
.279
.299

3.867
4.699
5.294

Charismatic I
Integrity
Irascible
Self-Centered
Nonintegrity
Asocial
Worldly
Status-conscious
Dictatorial
Domineering
Self-interested
Sincere
Humane orientation
Humane orientation
Humane orientation
Humane orientation
Humane orientation

<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<---

Estimate

S.E.

C.R.

1.506
1.201
1.000
.791
1.181
.693
1.000
1.080
.483
-.778
1.000
.746
18.617
-.113
.135
.303
12.481

.280
.246

5.375
4.887

.115
.156
.148

6.872
7.553
4.667

.216
.102
.090

4.999
4.724
-8.636

.293
11.640
.045
.061
.116
8.527

2.544
1.599
-2.495
2.199
2.617
1.464

Charismatic
Charismatic
Ill-tempered
Ill-tempered
Ill-tempered
Ill-tempered
Consciousness
Consciousness
Autocratic
Autocratic
Autocratic
Self-protective
Power Distance
Fiction
Force
Professional-Respect
Contribution

Table 4.21
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) Analyses of the Model
Default Model
SRMR

TLI

CFI

RMSEA

ECVI

.000

.821

.831

.036

14.746

Goodness of-fit statistics for the model in Figure 4.4 is presented in Table 4.21.
The TLI (0.821) and CFI (0.831) coefficients are a lower that desired but the other
coefficients indicate good fit. . The ECVI coefficient is only meaningful when compared
with alternative models; this coefficient dropped significantly each time the model was
improved, as anticipated.
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Figure 4.4
SEM Mode. The Effects of Culture of Fear, Power Distance and LMX
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Table 4.22
Standardized Regression Weights of the Model
Estimate
Professional-Respect
Professional-Respect
Professional-Respect
Contribution
Charismatic
Charismatic
Charismatic
Affect
Charismatic
Self-protective
Autocratic
Ill-tempered
Self-protective
Self-protective
Autocratic
Ill-tempered
Self-protective
Autocratic
Ill-tempered
Consciousness
Loyalty
Self-saver
Elusive
Charismatic III
Sincere
Decisive
Ambitious
Charismatic I
Integrity
Irascible
Self-Centered
Nonintegrity
Asocial
Worldly

<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<---

Power Distance
Force
Fealty-Finance
Power-Distance
Power-Distance
Force
Professional-Respect
Contribution
Contribution
Power Distance
Power Distance
Power Distance
Fiction
Fealty-Finance
Professional-Respect
Professional-Respect
Affect
Affect
Affect
Charismatic
Power Distance
Self-protective
Self-protective
Charismatic
Charismatic
Charismatic
Charismatic
Charismatic
Charismatic
Ill-tempered
Ill-tempered
Ill-tempered
Ill-tempered
Consciousness
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-.683
-.150
.112
-.982
5.868
.116
.297
.981
5.606
-3.076
-4.090
-3.869
-.419
.322
-.364
-.302
-2.899
-3.667
-3.494
.954
-.589
.609
.413
.687
1.061
.850
.678
.856
.745
.618
.761
.840
.553
.563

Estimate
Status-conscious
Dictatorial
Domineering
Self-interested
Sincere
Humane orientation
Humane orientation
Humane orientation
Humane orientation
Humane orientation

<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<--<---

Consciousness
Autocratic
Autocratic
Autocratic
Self-protective
Power Distance
Fiction
Force
Professional-Respect
Contribution

.693
.533
-.772
.756
.485
3.539
-.210
.195
.348
3.234

Table 4.23 shows the standardized parameter estimates for direct, indirect, and
total effects in the mode. Overall, power distance impacts all leadership and LMX
factors. Likewise, LMX affects all of the leadership dimensions, While, culture of fear
latent variables significantly impact a variety of leadership and one LMX factor.
Power distance negatively affects all LMX factors. Three factors of LMX directly
are affected with no indirect paths; Contribution (β = -0.982), Professional-Respect (β = 0.683), and Loyalty (β = -0.589), and LMX factor Affect indirect is affected (β = -0.963).
Also, power distance directly and indirectly affects five of the leadership dimensions. It
negatively affects (total effects) Autocratic, Negative-charismatic, and Self-protective (β
= -0.311, -0.299 and -0.284 respectively) and positively affects (total effect) Charismatic
(β = 0.162). Consciousness is the only leadership dimension that is affected indirectly by
power distance (β = 0.155).
Force and Fealty/Finance, both culture of fear factors, directly affect the LMX
factor Professional Respect (β = -0.15 and 0.112 respectively) with no indirect paths,
while culture of fear, Fiction, has no effects on any of LMX factors. Note that, the only
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factor of LMX that is affected by culture of fear factors is Professional Respect. It is
affected negativity by Force and positively by Fealty/Finance.
Culture of fear-Force exerts direct, positive impact on the leadership factor,
Charismatic and Humane Orientation (β = 0.116 and 0.195 respectively). However, its
indirect effects on these factors through the LMX factor Professional Respect are
negative (β = -0.045 and -0.052 respectively), thus significantly suppressing the total
effect of Force on Charismatic and Humane Orientation (Total β = 0.071 and 0.143
respectively); regardless, the total effect is still positive (see Table 4.23). Finally Force
has positive, indirect effects on Ill-tempered, Consciousness and Autocratic through the
LMX factor Professional Respect without any direct effect (β = 0.045, 0.068 and 0.055
respectively). The indirect effects of Force are particularly weak.
Fiction affects two leadership factors, Self-protective and Humane Orientation,
negatively and without indirect impacts (β = -0.419and -0.210 respectively).
Fealty/Finance directly and positively affects Self-Protective, without indirect paths. It
affects the leadership factors Autocratic, Consciousness, Ill-tempered, Charismatic, and
Human Orientation with weakly positive and weakly negative indirect effects through the
LMX factor Professional Respect (see Table 4.23).
The effects of LMX factors on leadership dimensions are largely direct only, but a
few factors affect leadership indirectly though other LMX factors. Contribution exerts the
most extensive effect, which impacts all the six leadership dimensions (Table 4.23).
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Table 4.23
Standardized Direct and Indirect Effects for the Model

Power Distance

Fear-Force

Fear-Fiction
Fear-Fealty/Finance

LMX-Contribution

LMX-Affect

LMX-Professional Respect

LMX-Contribution
LMX-Professional Respect
LMX-Affect
LMX-Loyalty
Leader-Charismatic
Leader-Autocratic
Leader-Consciousness
Leader-Ill-tempered
Leader-Self-protective
Leader-Humane orientation
LMX-Professional Respect
Leader-Autocratic
Leader-Consciousness
Leader-Ill-tempered
Leader-Charismatic
Leader-Humane Orientation
Leader-Self-protective
Leader-Humane Orientation
LMX-Professional Respect
Leader-Autocratic
Leader-Consciousness
Leader-Ill-tempered
Leader-Charismatic
Leader-Self-protective
Leader-Humane Orientation
Leader-Autocratic
Leader-Ill-tempered
Leader-Charismatic
Leader-Self-protective
Leader-Humane Orientation
Leader-Consciousness
LMX-Affect
Leader-Autocratic
Leader-Ill-tempered
Leader-Self-protective
Leader-Charismatic
Leader-Autocratic
Leader-Consciousness
Leader-Ill-tempered
Leader-Humane orientation
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Direct
Indirect
Total
-0.982
-0.982
-0.683
-0.683
-0.963
-0.963
-0.589
-0.589
5.868
-5.706
0.162
-4.09
3.779
-0.311
0.155
0.155
-3.869
3.57
-0.299
-3.076
2.792
-0.284
3.539
-3.412
0.127
-0.15
-0.15
0.055
0.055
0.068
0.068
0.045
0.045
0.116
-0.045
0.071
0.195
-0.052
0.143
-0.419
-0.419
-0.21
-0.21
0.112
0.112
-0.041
-0.041
0.032
0.032
-0.034
-0.034
0.033
0.033
0.322
0.322
0.039
0.039
-3.597
-3.597
-3.427
-3.427
5.606
5.606
-2.844
-2.844
3.234
3.234
5.346
5.346
0.981
0.981
-3.667
-3.667
-3.494
-3.494
-2.899
-2.899
0.297
0.297
-0.364
-0.364
0.283
0.283
-0.302
-0.302
0.348
0.348

Contribution exerts a strongly direct, positive impact on the leadership dimensions,
Charismatic and Humane Orientation (β = 5.606 and 3.234 respectively), and it affects
strongly and negatively indirect effects on three leadership dimensions through the LMX
factor Affect. These indirect effects are on Autocratic, Ill-tempered, and Self-protective
(β = -3.597, -3.427 and -2.844 respectively) while the leadership dimension
Consciousness is affected indirectly strongly and positively by Contribution through the
leadership dimension Charismatic (β = 5.346). The effects of Affect, while less extensive,
are particularly strong. The Affect impacts negatively direct effects on Autocratic, Illtempered, and Self-Protective (β = -3.667, -3.494 and -2.899 respectively). Also, LMX
factor Professional Respect exerts the most extensive effect, which impacts five of the six
leadership dimensions; however, Professional Respect effects are not as strong as the
other LMX factors (Table 4.23).

The Differences between Perceptions of Students and Faculty Members
This section of the data analysis examines the differences between perceptions of
students and faculty members in Libyan business schools on power distance, LMX,
culture of fear, and leadership. LMX, culture of fear, and leadership were compared using
their factors, while power distance was compared using its items. Descriptive statistics
and t-test were used to examine the differences. Mean and stander deviation were used to
compare students and faculty members results of this study, and independent t-test was
used to examine statistically significant differences between students and faculty
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members, in other words, independent t-test was used to examine the differences between
two populations from which the samples came.
Descriptive statistic of the samples. Table 4.24 shows the mean and stander
deviation of faculty members and students on power distance, culture of fear, leadership
and LMX factors.
In this study, power distance examined what should be in Libyan universities (see
Appendix 1). The first item of power distance asked whether students in Libyan
universities should: “obey their instructors without question” (Likert scale 1) to
“Question their instructors when in disagreement” (Likert scale 7). The results showed
that student and faculty members agree that students should question their instructors
when in disagreement, but it was agreed to a lesser extent by the faculty members. The
second item of power distance was “In Libyan university: people with rank and position
in the hierarchy should have special privileges”. Student and faculty members both
disagree on this statement but with different levels of disagreement. Students somewhat
disagree, faculty members disagree (M = 5.33 and 5.53, SE = 1.880 and 1.651
respectively).
Comparing mean culture of fear factors between student and faculty member
showed that students and faculty members somewhat agree that Fealty-Finance and
Fiction may have made them fearful before the recent revolution in Libya, but their
results were neutral about Force. Faculty member means in all culture of fear factors
were higher than student means, and stander deviation of student and faculty member
samples were high especially in the Force factor which was almost two points in both
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samples. The high standard deviations on these, however, indicate significant
disagreement among respondents.
The LMX section of this study survey examined the relationship between faculty
members and their students in Libyan universities. The LMX survey had 11 items that
examined the relationship between faculty members and students in general and one item
that examined the relationship in the specific class. This part of analysis examined the 11
items of LMX which were clustered by EFA and CFA into four factors Professional
Respect, Affect, Loyalty, and Contribution. Perceptions of both student and faculty
members on Affect were somewhat agree, but there are different perceptions in the other
factors. Student perception of Professional Respect was higher than faculty member
perception, which is unexpected. Students agree about respecting their faculty member
knowledge and professional skills (M = 5.63, SE = 1.402), which faculty members
somewhat agree about their student respecting (M = 5.45, SE = 1.272). Also there is a
different perception of Loyalty between of students and faculty members. Faculty
members somewhat agree that they defend students and their work; however, student
perception was in the middle of the scale. Both student and faculty member perceptions
of Contribution were neutral (M = 4.27 and 3.56, SE = 1.464 and 1.421 respectively).
Student and faculty members in this study almost agreed about leader behaviors and
characteristics in business schools in Libyan universities. Perceptions of students and
faculty members on Charismatic (M = 5.56 and 5.43 respectively), Humane orientation
(M = 5.46 and 5.28 respectively), Team Oriented (M = 5.28 and 5.20 respectively), and
Consciousness (M = 5.00 and 4.84 respectively) were that these behaviors and
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characteristics contributes slightly to a person being an outstanding leader. Perceptions of
students on Charismatic were that leaders contribute somewhat to a person being an
outstanding leader. Both students and faculty members agree that Ill-tempered and
Autocratic behavior slightly inhibits a person from being an outstanding leader; while,
Self-Protective and Autonomous behavior or characteristic has no impact on whether a
person is an outstanding leader.

Independent t-test. Independent t-tests were used to compare between two
different samples that came from two different populations regardless of whether sample
sizes are equal or not (Field, 2009). In this section, independent t-test was used to
determent if there are differences in means of student and faculty member perceptions of
power distance, LMX, culture of fear, and leadership in business schools in Libyan
universities. To examine the statistically significant differences between students and
faculty members, four hypothesizes were proposed.
Hypothesis 7: There is no statistically significant difference between student and faculty
member perceptions of power distance in Libyan universities.
Hypothesis 8: There is no statistically significant difference between student and faculty
member perceptions of culture of fear in Libyan universities.
Hypothesis 9: There is no statistically significant difference between student and faculty
member perceptions of LMX in Libyan universities.
Hypothesis 10: There is no statistically significant difference between student and faculty
member perceptions of leadership in Libyan universities
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Table 4.24
Mean and Stander Deviation of Faculty Members and Students in Power Distance,
Culture of Fear, Leadership and LMX Factors
Faculty

Student
Std.
Error
Mean

Std.
Deviation

Std.
Error
Mean

Mean

Std.
Deviation

5.78
5.53

1.392
1.651

.159
.188

6.37
5.33

1.443
1.880

.094
.122

Fealty-Finance
Fiction
Force
LMX

5.06
4.77
4.46

1.547
1.806
1.960

.176
.206
.223

4.71
4.69
4.03

1.571
1.751
1.994

.102
.114
.130

Professional Respect
Affect
Loyalty
Contribution

5.45
4.95
4.68
3.56

1.272
1.172
1.324
1.421

.145
.134
.151
.162

5.63
4.81
3.86
4.27

1.402
1.501
1.567
1.464

.091
.098
.102
.095

Leadership
Self-Protective
Charismatic
Ill-tempered

3.80
5.43
2.58

.883
.679
.764

.101
.077
.087

3.96
5.56
2.63

.833
.695
.720

.054
.045
.047

Consciousness
Team Oriented
Autonomous
Autocratic
Humane orientation

4.84
5.20
3.84
3.14
5.28

.777
.681
1.629
1.009
1.181

.089
.078
.186
.115
.135

5.00
5.28
4.13
3.01
5.46

.787
.795
1.927
.856
1.142

.051
.052
.125
.056
.074

Power Distance
Power distance 1
Power distance 2
Culture of Fear
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Mean

Hypothesis 7 examines the statistically significant differences between
perceptions of students and faculty members of power distance. To examine this
hypothesis, two sub-hypothesizes were proposed.
Hypothesis 7a: There is no statistically significant difference between student and faculty
member perceptions on the first item of power distance in Libyan
universities.
Hypothesis 7b: There is no statistically significant difference between student and faculty
member perceptions on the second item of power distance in Libyan
universities.
Examining the first item of power distance shows that average perception of
students (M = 6.37, SE = 1.443) and faculty members (M = 5.78, SE =1.392). Were
significantly different (t (312) = -3.155, p < .05). For the second item of power distance
“in Libyan university: people with rank and position in the hierarchy should have special
privileges” mean and stander deviation of students and faculty members were M = 5.33,
SE = 1.880 and M = 5.53, SE = 1.651 respectively. The results shows that there is no
different between student and faculty member perceptions of second item of power
distance t (145.237) = .907, p > .05. In conclusion, hypothesis 7 is partially supported by
second item of power distance.
Three sub-hypothesizes were proposed to examine hypothesis 8. This hypothesis
examined the different between student and faculty member perceptions of culture of fear
in business schools in Libyan universities.
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Hypothesis 8a: There is no statistically significant difference between student and faculty
member perceptions of Fealty-Finance in Libyan universities.
Hypothesis 8b: There is no statistically significant difference between student and faculty
member perceptions of Fiction in Libyan universities.
Hypothesis 8c: There is no statistically significant difference between student and faculty
member perceptions of Force in Libyan universities.
On average, student perception of culture of fear factor Fealty-Finance was M =
4.71, SE = 1.571 and for faculty members was M = 5.06, SE =1.547. The difference
between student and faculty member perceptions was not significant (t (312) = 1.692, p >
.05). For culture of fear Fiction the mean and stander deviation of students was M = 4.69,
SE = 1.751 and for faculty members was M = 4.77, SE = 1.806. Null hypothesis 8b was
supported by the results which show there is no difference between student and faculty
member perceptions of Fiction (t (312) = .352, p > .05). The same conclusion was made
for hypothesis 8c; there is no difference between student perceptions of Force (M = 4.03,
SE =1.994) and faculty member perceptions (M =4.46, SE =1.960) t (312) = 1.654, p >
.05. All sub-hypothesizes supported the conclusion that there is no statistically significant
difference between perceptions of students and faculty members of culture of fear in
business schools in Libyan universities.
Four sub-hypothesizes were proposed to examine the LMX factors Professional
Respect, Affect, Loyalty, and Contribution.
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Hypothesis 9a: There is no statistically significant difference between student and faculty
member perceptions of LMX factor Professional Respect in Libyan
universities.
Hypothesis 9b: There is no statistically significant difference between student and faculty
member perceptions of LMX factor Affect in Libyan universities.
Hypothesis 9c: There is no statistically significant difference between student and faculty
member perceptions of LMX factor Loyalty in Libyan universities.
Hypothesis 9d: There is no statistically significant difference between student and faculty
member perceptions of LMX factor Contribution in Libyan universities.
The results for the differences of student and faculty member perceptions of LMX
shows that there are no differences between them in two factors of LMX, Professional
Respect and Affect. Students mean and stander deviation of Professional Respect and
Affect were M = 5.63, SE = 1.402 and M = 4.81, SE = 1.501 (respectively) and for faculty
members were M = 5.45, SE = 1.272 and M = 4.95, SE = 1.172 (respectively). p values
of Professional Respect and Affect both were greater than .05 with t (312) = -.984 and t
(163.584) = .817 respectively. However, student perceptions and faculty member
perceptions were different in the LMX factors Loyalty, and Contribution t (150.84) =
4.507 and t (312) = -3.754 respectively and p<.05 for both.
Eight sub-hypothesizes were proposed to examine the differences between student
and faculty member perceptions of the leadership dimensions Self-protective, Illtempered, Consciousness, Team Oriented, Autonomous, Autocratic, Humane Orientation,
Charismatic.
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Hypothesis 10a: There is no statistically significant difference between student and
faculty member perceptions of leadership dimension Self-protective in
Libyan universities.
Hypothesis 10b: There is no statistically significant difference between student and
faculty member perceptions of leadership dimension Ill-tempered in Libyan
universities.
Hypothesis 10c: There is no statistically significant difference between student and
faculty member perceptions of leadership dimension Consciousness in
Libyan universities.
Hypothesis 10d: There is no statistically significant difference between student and
faculty member perceptions of leadership dimension Team Oriented in
Libyan universities.
Hypothesis 10e: There is no statistically significant difference between student and
faculty member perceptions of leadership dimension Autonomous in Libyan
universities.
Hypothesis 10f: There is no statistically significant difference between student and
faculty member perceptions of leadership dimension Autocratic in Libyan
universities.
Hypothesis 10g: There is no statistically significant difference between student and
faculty member perceptions of leadership dimension Humane Orientation
in Libyan universities.
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Hypothesis 10h: There is no statistically significant difference between student and
faculty member perceptions of leadership dimension Charismatic in Libyan
universities.
The results of exanimating the differences between student and faculty member
perceptions of leadership dimensions show that there are no statistically significant
differences between them in all leadership dimensions, thus supporting null hypothesis 10
(see Table 4.25).
Table 4.25
Analysis the Difference between Student Perceptions and Faculty Perceptions in Power
Distance, Culture of Fear, Leadership and LMX Factors
Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances

Power Distance 1
Power Distance 2
Fealty-Finance
Fiction
Force
Professional
Respect
Affect
Loyalty
Contribution
Self-protective
Ill-tempered
Consciousness
Team Oriented
Autonomous
Autocratic
Humane
Orientation
Charismatic

t-test for Equality of Means

312
145.237
312
312
312
312

Sig. (2tailed)
.002
.366
.092
.725
.099
.326

Mean
Difference
-.592
.203
.347
.081
.431
-.177

Std. Error
Difference
.188
.224
.205
.231
.261
.180

.817
4.507
-3.754
-1.416
-.606
-1.605
-.871
-1.280
1.062
-1.204

163.584
150.840
312
312
312
312
312
150.760
312
312

.415
.000
.000
.158
.545
.110
.384
.202
.289
.230

.135
.820
-.716
-.157
-.058
-.165
-.088
-.287
.125
-.182

.165
.182
.191
.111
.096
.103
.101
.224
.117
.151

-1.409

312

.160

-.128

.091

F

Sig.

T

df

Equal
not
Equal
Equal
Equal
Equal

1.29
5.64
.062
.065
.011
2.45

.257
.018
.803
.799
.916
.119

-3.155
.907
1.692
.352
1.654
-.984

not
not
Equal
Equal
Equal
Equal
Equal
not
Equal
Equal

9.48
4.39
.047
1.46
.37
.00
3.36
5.36
3.37
.123

.002
.037
.829
.228
.542
.985
.068
.021
.068
.727

Equal

.086

.769
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Analysis Students and Faculty Members Relationship (LMX) in One Class
The LMX survey that was used in this study was designed to examine the
relationship among students and their all faculty members in general, which means
students measured their relationship with all faculty members in all classes and faculty
members measured their relationship with all students in all classes. My LMX survey
included one question that measuring the relationship between students and their faculty
member in the student’s specific class. This question asks about students respecting their
faculty member knowledge and competence on the job: “I respect the knowledge and
competence on the job of the professor in this class. The students in this class respect my
knowledge of and competence on the job”. Participants who were eligible and answered
this question were 264 participants (237 students and 27 faculty members) from 27
different classes in 7 Libyan universities.

Table 4.26
Faculties and Student’s Mean and Standard Deviation on Question 12 Regarding
Respect the Knowledge of and Competence on the Job of the Professor in this Class

Faculty
Student

N
27
237

Mean
5.63
5.95

Std.
Deviation
1.275
1.595

Std. Error
Mean
.245
.104

Comparing the results of mean and standard deviations of students and faculty
members showed that students and faculty members agree about student respecting their
faculty member knowledge and competence on professor’s job (see Table 4.26). To
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examine if there is statistically significant difference between students and faculty
member results a hypothesis was created.
Hypothesis 11: There is no statistically significant difference between student and faculty
member results about student respecting their faculty member knowledge
and competence on professor’s job.
On average, result of student on question “I respect the knowledge of and
competence on the job of the professor in this class” was M = 5.95, SE = 1.595; the
faculty member result for “The students in this class respect my knowledge of and
competence on the job” was M = 5.68, SE =1.275. The difference between student and
faculty member results was not significant t (262) = -1.018, p > .05 (see Table 4.27).

Table 4.27
Analysis the Difference between Student Perceptions and Faculty Member Perceptions in
Question (I Respect the Knowledge of and Competence on the Job of the Professor in this
Class) only
Levene's Test for Equality
of Variances

Equal

F
.915

Sig.
.340

t
-1.018

t-test for Equality of Means
Sig. (2Mean
Std. Error
df
tailed)
Difference Difference
262
.309
-.324
.318

New Middle East Leadership Score
The GLOBE study has measured Middle East leadership score in five countries in
five Muslim nations (Egypt, Kuwait, Morocco, Qatar, and Turkey) and it included six
leadership dimensions, Charismatic/Value-Based, Team Oriented, Participative, Humane
Oriented, Autonomous, and Self-Protective. Three steps have been performed to come up
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with new Middle East leadership score that include Libyan leadership score. First Libyan
leadership score that deal with GLOBE study leadership dimensions were identified, then
Libyan leadership score were compared with Middle East score in each dimension to
determine whether there were differences; finally come up with new Middle East
leadership score.

Libyan leadership score as GLOBE study. The GLOBE study identified six
dimensions of leadership from 21 factors; however, there were eight Libyan leadership
dimensions based on grouping 32 factors, these two studies could not be compared as is.
To get Libyan leadership score that able to be compared with other Middle Eastern score,
the GLOBE study dimensions and factors were used to determine Libyan leadership
score that compared with Middle East score. Table 4.28 shows the Libyan leadership
score of six leadership dimensions.

Table 4.28
Leadership Scores for Libya
Leadership Dimensions
Charismatic/Value-Based
Team Oriented
Participative
Humane Oriented
Autonomous
Self-Protective

Mean
5.66
5.10
3.36
5.64
4.03
3.98
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Std. Deviation
.74187
.56514
.87187
1.03176
1.24875
.58340

Difference between Libyan and Middle East leadership score. Second step was
examining the differences between Libyan leadership score and Middle East leadership
scores. To compare Libyan and Middle East score, t-test was used to examine the
following hypothesizes
Hypothesis 12: There are no statistically significant differences between Libyan
leadership score and Middle East leadership score.
To examine this hypothesis six sup hypothesizes were created.
Hypothesis 12a: There is no statistically significant difference between Libyan leadership
score and Middle East leadership score in Charismatic/Value-Based
dimension.
Hypothesis 12b: There is no statistically significant difference between Libyan
leadership score and Middle East leadership score in Team Oriented
dimension.
Hypothesis 12c: There is no statistically significant difference between Libyan leadership
score and Middle East leadership score in Participative dimension.
Hypothesis 12d: There is no statistically significant difference between Libyan leadership
score and Middle East leadership score in Humane Oriented dimension.
Hypothesis 12e: There is no statistically significant difference between Libyan leadership
score and Middle East leadership score in Autonomous dimension.
Hypothesis 12f: There is no statistically significant difference between Libyan leadership
score and Middle East leadership score in Self-Protective dimension.
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Table 4.29
Analysis the Difference between Libya and Middle East Leadership

t-test
7.051

Test
Value
5.35

Sig.
(2-tailed)
.000

Mean
Difference
.295

Team Oriented

-11.876

5.47

.000

-.379

Participative

-33.833

4.97

.000

-1.665

Humane Oriented

14.352

4.80

.000

.836

Autonomous

4.970

3.68

.000

.350

Self-Protective

5.559

3.79

.000

.183

Charismatic/Value-Based

Comparing Libyan leadership dimensions with the values of Middle East
leadership dimensions, each one with its corresponding factor, show that there are
statistically significant differences between Libyan leadership score and Middle East
leadership score in all leadership dimensions (see Table 4.29).

New Middle East leadership score. The final step was to add Libyan leadership
score to Middle East score and come up with a new Middle East leadership score which
is showed in table 4.30. Interestingly, the major difference between Libya and other
Middle Eastern nations is on Participative, with Libya scoring a point and a third lower
that the closet comparison, Egypt.
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Table 4.30
New Leadership Scores for Middle East
Leadership Dimensions

Egypt
Kuwait
Libya
Morocco
Qatar
Turkey
Middle
East

Charismatic/ValueBased

Team
Oriented

Participative

Humane
Oriented

Autonomous

SelfProtective

5.57
5.90
5.66
4.81
4.51
5.95

5.55
5.89
5.10
5.15
4.74
6.01

4.69
5.03
3.36
5.32
4.75
5.09

5.15
5.21
5.64
4.10
4.66
4.90

4.49
3.39
4.03
3.34
3.38
3.83

4.21
4.02
3.98
3.26
3.91
3.57

5.40

5.41

4.71

4.94

3.74

3.83

Summary
This chapter presented an introduction that was defined the analysis and statistical
tests that were used to obtain the study results. This was followed by pilot study result
then data analysis for this study. The data analysis section include: a demographic data,
factor analysis, examining the differences on perceptions of students and faculty
members, and examining the differences between Libyan and Middle Eastern leadership
score.
The results factor analysis showed that LMX items yielded 4 factors, culture of
fear items clustered into 3 factors and leadership items yielded 33 factors then grouped
into 8 leadership dimensions. CFA confirmed 6 leadership dimensions. The result of the
SEM showed that power distance affects all LMX factors and all leadership dimensions.
Culture of fear impacts Professional Respect, which LMX factor and all leadership
dimensions.
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The results showed that students and faculty members’ perceptions are equal on
most variables of LMX, culture of fear, power distance, and leadership. They have
different perceptions only in one power distance item and two of LMX factors. In the
next chapter we will discuss these results.
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CHAPTER FIVE
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND CONCLUSIONS

In chapter four, data analysis and the results of this study were reported. This
chapter includes a four sections summary of the study, discussion of the findings,
recommendations for further research, and conclusions. The purpose of this chapter is to
expand upon the ideas that were examined in an attempt to produce a clearer
understanding of the relationship among students and faculty members in Libyan
universities, their perceptions on leadership, and the effects of culture of fear and power
distance on their perceptions on LMX and leadership. On the other hand, further research
that helps to better understanding Libyan perceptions of leadership are suggested in this
chapter.

Summary of the Study
This section briefly presents the purpose of this study, theoretical framework,
research method, and finally the results of study.
The purpose of this study was to examine the effects of a political culture of fear
and power distance on student perceptions concerning the leader-member exchange
theory (LMX) relationship with their faculty members, and their perceptions of the nature
of leadership in Libyan business schools.
In this study, LMX theory, the GLOBE study, culture of fear, and power distance
were utilized in a theoretical framework to look at the impact of culture of fear on
relationships between faculty members and students and their perceptions of leader
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behavior in business schools in Libyan universities. This study examined these
relationships and perceptions using the multi-dimensional leader-member exchange
survey by (Liden & Maslyn, 1998) and the Globe study’s leadership and power distance
surveys (House et al., 2004). Culture of fear was measured with a tailored survey that
examines Nyberg’s (1981) four forms of power: force, fiction, finance, and fealty.

Figure 5.1
Effects of Culture of Fear, Power Distance, and LMX Model

94

Quantitative researcher method in data collection and analysis was used in this
study. Data was collected from 314 students and faculty members in 7 business schools
in different Libyan Universities (237 students and 77 faculty members). A survey that
examines LMX, leadership, culture of fear, and power distance was used to collect data.
Several kinds of analysis were used to reach the results. Exploratory factor analysis
(EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) were used to examine LMX, leadership,
and culture of fear factors. Structural equation modeling (SEM) was used to examine a
model that shows the effects of culture of fear and power distance on faculty member and
student perceptions of the nature of leadership and LMX, and t-tests was used to
determine the differences between students and faculty members and between Libyan
leadership score and leadership score from other Middle Eastern nations.
The results of the EFA shows that LMX items yielded 4 factors: represent
professional respect, loyalty, affect, and contribution as expected, based on Liden and
Maslyn (1998) and culture of fear items clustered into 3 factors: Fealty-Finance, Force,
and Fiction. These results were confirmed by CFA. EFA of leadership items yielded 33
factors, which were then grouped into 8 leadership dimensions. CFA confirmed 6
leadership dimensions which Charismatic, Self-Protective, Ill-tempered, Consciousness,
Autocratic, and Humane Orientation. The result of the SEM showed that power distance
negatively affects all LMX factors. Three of them are directly affected: Contribution,
Professional-Respect, and Loyalty, and power distance directly and indirectly affects all
leadership dimensions. Only the LMX factor Professional Respect was affected by
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culture of fear factors Force and Fealty/Finance. However, all leadership dimensions
were affected by at least two of the culture of fear factors (see Figure 5.1).
Examining the differences between perceptions of students and faculty members on
power distance, LMX, leadership, and culture of fear shows that students and faculty
members’ perceptions are equal on most variables. They have different perceptions only
in one power distance item and two of LMX factors. The power distance item was the
first one, which examined the question, “Should student obey their faculty member or
Question them when in disagreement;” the LMX factors that faculty members and
students differed on were Loyalty and Contribution.

Discussion of the Findings
In the preceding section, the purpose, theoretical framework, research method,
and the results of the study were reported. The mean goal of this study was to examine
perceptions of students and faculty members in Libyan universities on leadership, LMX
culture of fear and power distance, and to examine the model that shows the impacts of
culture of fear, LMX, and power distance on LMX and leadership. This section discusses
the findings of SEM which was used to examine hypothesizes 4, 5, and 6 that were tested
the model of this study.
Hypothesis 4: Power distance affects leadership perceptions and LMX.
Hypothesis 5: Culture of fear affects leadership perceptions and LMX.
Hypothesis 6: LMX affects perceptions of leadership.
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In the model of effects of culture of fear, power distance, and LMX on leadership
and LMX (figure 5.1), power distance affects LMX and leadership (Hypothesis 4) culture
of fear affects LMX and leadership (Hypothesis 5) and LMX affects perceptions of
leadership (Hypothesis 6), so these hypotheses are all supported.
Referring to the model, one’s degree of sensitivity to the effects of Gadhafi’s
Force-Fear is negativity related to LMX perceptions of Professional Respect (affection
between dyadic pairs) between teacher and students. At this point, we can only speculate
as to why this is so, but there is some, albeit old, support that might help us understand.
Lewis Coser argued in his classical 1956 book on social conflict that external threat tends
to draw people in a threatened group together, and this may be what we are seeing here.
Students and teachers have a common history of fear in Libya and this fear may draw
them together emotionally.
Referring to the model, the effects of fear on perceptions of leadership, Force
positively impacts beliefs about the importance of Charisma and Ill-tempered. The beliefs
about Charismatic leadership seems likely attributable to Gadhafi’s charisma plus his use
of force; the two may have been linked such that one (Force) becomes associated in one’s
mind with the other (Charismatic). Consciousness means being worldly and status
conscious. The positive effect of force on this factor is probably; again, a halo-like affect
in that Gadhafi used force and was obsessed with his status.
The results for Fealty/Fiction on perceptions of leadership can be explained in
almost identical terms and we need not belabor that further. The indirect link from
Fealty/Finance to Consciousness is moderated by Professional Respect; the indirect link
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to Charisma is moderated by; the indirect to Humane Orientation is moderated by
Professional Respect.
The strongly negative relationship between Affect and perceptions of the
importance of Autocratic, Ill-tempered, and Self-protective, however, almost swamps this
direct relationship force may breed feelings of affection between students and professors
but that affection does not extend to status-oriented leaders.
LMX influences most of the leadership perceptions measured by the Globe study.
Respect for mutual Contributions in a dyad are negatively associated with perceptions of
the importance of Autocratic leadership, Ill-tempered, and Self-Protection; it is positively
associated with perceptions of the importance of Charisma and Humane Orientation. That
is, high Contribution respect between faculty and students is negatively associated with
leadership perceptions that we might consider as normatively bad while positively related
to traits we might consider as normatively good.
LMX-Affect and LMX-Professional Respect are negatively related to Illtempered; and LMX-Professional Respect is positively related to Consciousness and
Charisma. The finding for Professional Respect may be due to the negative, halo-like
affect referred to several times above: If people respect one another’s Contribution to the
dyad they tend to be leery of status.

Recommendations for Further Research
It is important that we continue to explore the lack of fit we experienced with the
Globe leadership data. Understanding perceptions of leadership in the Libyan culture is
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crucial for our full understanding of how fear has impacted this society. These LMX
factors are positively related to leadership factors that we would normally consider
“functional” (e.g., Charismatic) and negatively related to factors in the West would be
consider “dysfunctional” (e.g., Autocratic). The curious findings are central to just what
we seek to understand the cultural reality of Libyan scholars and how that perceived
reality is shaped by the fear imposed by a tyrannical government.
In the study, we compared the differences in means between student and faculty
member perceptions using t-tests. We need to compare the perceptions of students with
those of faculty members using CFA and SEM but it have not done because the sample
size of faculty members is very low compering with sample size of students, and also we
need at least 300 participants of each faculty members and students as a good samples
size for factor analysis (Comrey & Lee, 1992; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).
One should also compare these results with those from industrialized nations to
help us better understand the cultural differences that define us.

Conclusions
A puzzling finding in this study is the failure of the leadership study data to fit the
model that was generated as outlined by the Globe authors or to fit the model defined by
the GLOBE study, further, the model we finally proposed based on the Globe proposal
was not as much an improvement over a worse case model as we would have liked (TLI
and CFI coefficients approached, but did not achieve, recommended values). We suspect
there is a cultural nuance about perceptions of leadership that we do not yet understand.
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We believe it is possibility that the problems are attributable to cultural differences
realities that Western minds would not likely have anticipated.
The failure of power distance to exert limited influencing in the model is
surprising as well, but given the totalitarian nature of Gadhafi’s regime and the power
given his supporters, perhaps it should not be. The standard errors for any given
relationship involving Power Distance is very high, which is why its coefficients never
achieve statistical significance (i.e., the parameter estimate for Power Distance on
Charismatic is 18.152 and the SE is 11.627—the confidence interval for the estimate
includes 0.00 hence the effect is non-significant). That is, attitudes about power appear
highly volatile thus exhibiting large variation. If the logic is true, then power would
indeed be a significant factor in Libyan attitudes but only because of people’s painfully
broad experiences with it.
There were no significant surprises in the effects of fear on perceptions of
leadership, except to note that these perceptions are complex constructions that interact
not only with fear directly but with indirect, unintended interactions with such other
emotions.
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Appendix 1
English Survey

Information about Being in a Research Study
Clemson University
The Effects of a Political Culture of Fear on Student Perceptions of Leadership in
Student-Faculty Relationships
Description of the Study and Your Part in It
Dr. Russ Marion, and Amin Mohamed are inviting you to take part in a research
study. Dr. Russ Marion is a faculty member at Clemson University in the United States.
Amin Mohamed, a native of Libya, is a student at Clemson University and is running this
study with the help of Dr. Marion. The purpose of this study is to analyze the effects in
Libyan business schools of a political culture of fear on student perceptions regarding the
leader-member exchange (LMX) relationship with faculty and their perceptions of the
nature of leadership.
Your part in the study will be to anonymously complete a survey that asks about
your perceptions of fear during the Gadhafi regime, about student/faculty exchange
relationships in your school, and your perceptions of the nature of leadership.
will take you about approximately 20 minutes to complete this survey.
Risks and Discomforts
We do not know of any risks or discomforts to you in this research study.
Possible Benefits
This study will expand understanding of the impact that fear, which was fostered
by the Gadhafi government, has on how we understand and practice leadership in Libyan
universities. One of our goals is to contribute to the healing process in Libya.
Protection of Privacy and Confidentiality
Surveys will be competed in your classes. To protect your privacy, you will place
your survey in an envelope with all other surveys in a manner that will not allow your
survey to be individually linked to you. You will not place your name (or any identifying
identification) on the survey. Survey data will be entered into a computer database, and
all paper copies will be secured in a locked cabinet when not being used. The database
will be maintained on two password-protected computers—one belonging to Dr. Marion
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and one to Mr. Mohammed. The paper surveys will be destroyed once the data is
securely added to the database and backed up. No information will be reported in
publications or presentations that could identify you or your organization.
We will do everything we can to protect your privacy and confidentiality. We will
not tell anybody outside of the research team that you were in this study or what
information we collected about you in particular.
Choosing to Be in the Study
You do not have to be in this study. You may choose not to take part and you may
choose to stop taking part at any time. You will not be punished in any way if you decide
not to be in the study or to stop taking part in the study.
Contact Information
If you have any questions or concerns about this study, or if any problems arise as
a result of taking part in it, please contact Mr. Amin Mohammed, Clemson University,
amohame@clemson.edu.
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Section 1
Demographic Information
1-1 Gender
a. Male
b. Female
1-2 Are you
a. Faculty
b. Student
1-3 What is your department?
a. Accountant
b. Business Administration
c. Economy
d. Finance
e. Marketing
f. Other (………………………)
1-4 If you are Faculty, what is your degree?
a. Graduate student
b. MS
c. PhD
1-5 What is your position?
a. Demonstrator
b. Assistant Lecturer
c. Lecturer
d. Assistant Professor
e. Associate Professor
f. Professor
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Section 2
Leader- Member Exchange theory (LMX)
Leader-Member Exchange theory studies the relationship between superior and
subordinate organizations. In this study, I seek to apply this theory to study the
relationship between the student and faculty in the classroom at business schools in
Libyan universities. This section of the survey contains seven questions. Each question is
written in two forms: the first half of each statement is to be answered by students and the
second half of each statement is to be answered by professors. Circle the number that you
think is your answer. STUDENTS: ANSWER THESE QUESTIONS FOR YOUR
PROFESSORS IN GENERAL AND NOT JUST THE PROFESSOR IN THIS CLASS.
PROFESSORS: ANSWER FOR YOUR STUDENTS IN GENERAL.
2-1 I like my professors very much as a person. My students Like me very much as a
person.
Strongly
Disagree
1

Neutral
2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
Agree
7

2-2 My professors are the kind of person one would like to have as a friend. My students
think I am a kind of person that they would like to have as a friend.
Strongly
Disagree
1

Neutral
2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
Agree
7

2-3 My professors are a lot of fun to work with. My students think that I am a lot of fun
to work with.
Strongly
Disagree
1

Neutral
2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
Agree
7

2-4 My professors defend my work actions to a superior, even without complete
knowledge of the issue in question. I defend my students’ work actions to a superior,
even without complete knowledge of the issue in question.
Strongly
Disagree
1

Neutral
2

3

4

5
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6

Strongly
Agree
7

2-5 My professors would come to my defense if I were "attacked" by others. I would
come to my students’ defense if they were “attacked” by others.
Strongly
Disagree
1

Neutral
2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
Agree
7

2-6 My professors would defend me to others in the university if I made an honest
mistake. I would defend my students to others in the university if they made an honest
mistake.
Strongly
Disagree
1

Neutral
2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
Agree
7

2-7 I do work for my professors that go beyond what is specified in my school-related
description. My students do work for me that go beyond what is specified in their
school-related description.
Strongly
Disagree
1

Neutral
2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
Agree
7

2-8 I am willing to apply extra efforts, beyond those normally required, to further the
interests of my work group. My students willing to apply extra efforts, beyond those
normally required, to further the interests of their work group.
Strongly
Disagree
1

Neutral
2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
Agree
7

2-9 I am impressed with my professors’ knowledge of their job. My students impressed
with my knowledge of my job.
Strongly
Disagree
1

Neutral
2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
Agree
7

2-10 I respect my professors’ knowledge of and competence on the job. My students
respect my knowledge of and competence on the job.
Strongly
Disagree
1

Neutral
2

3

4

5
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6

Strongly
Agree
7

2-11 I admire my professors’ professional skills. My students admire my professional
skills.

Strongly
Disagree
1

Neutral
2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
Agree
7

2-12 [STUDENTS: ANSWER THIS QUESTION FOR THE PROFESSOR OF THIS
CLASS. PROFESSORS: ANSWER FOR THE STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS]
I respect the knowledge of and competence on the job of the professor in this class. The
students in this class respect my knowledge of and competence on the job.
Strongly
Disagree
1

Neutral
2

3

4

5
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6

Strongly
Agree
7

Section 3
Leader Behaviors (Part I)
Instructions
You are probably aware of people in your university who are exceptionally skilled
at motivating, influencing, or enabling you, others, or groups to contribute to the success
of the organization or task. In university, we might call such people “outstanding
leaders.”
On the following pages are several behaviors and characteristics that can be used
to describe leaders or faculty. Each behavior or characteristic is accompanied by a short
definition to clarify its meaning.
Using the above description of outstanding leaders as a guide, rate the behaviors
and characteristics on the following pages. To do this, on the line next to each behavior or
characteristic, write the number from the scale below that best describes how important
that behavior or characteristic is for a leader to be outstanding.
SCALE
1= This behavior or characteristic greatly inhibits a person from being an
outstanding leader.
2= This behavior or characteristic somewhat inhibits a person from being an
outstanding leader.
3 = This behavior or characteristic slightly inhibits a person from being an
outstanding leader.
4 = This behavior or characteristic has no impact on whether a person is an
outstanding leader.
5 = This behavior or characteristic contributes slightly to a person being an
outstanding leader.
6 = This behavior or characteristic contributes somewhat to a person being an
outstanding leader.
7 = This behavior or characteristic contributes greatly to a person being an
outstanding leader.

Section 3 questions start here.
----- 3-1 Diplomatic

= Skilled at interpersonal relations, tactful

----- 3-2 Evasive

=Refrains from making negative comments to
maintain good relationships and save face

----- 3-3 Mediator

=Intervenes to solve conflicts between individuals
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----- 3-4 Bossy

=Tells subordinates what to do in a commanding
way

----- 3-5 Positive

=Generally optimistic and confident

----- 3-6 Intra-group competitor

=Tries to exceed the performance of others in his
or her group

----- 3-7 Autonomous

=Acts independently, does not rely on others

----- 3-8 Independent

=Does not rely on others; self-governing

----- 3-9 Ruthless

=Punitive; having no pity or compassion

----- 3-10 Tender

=Easily hurt or offended

----- 3-11 Improvement-oriented

= Seeks continuous performance improvement

----- 3-12 Inspirational

=Inspires emotions, beliefs, values, and behaviors
of others, inspires others to be motivated to work
hard

----- 3-13 Anticipatory

=Anticipates, attempts to forecast events,
considers what will happen in the future

----- 3-14 Risk taker

=Willing to invest major resources in endeavors
that do not have high probability of successful

----- 3-15 Sincere

= Means what he/she says; earnest

----- 3-16 Trustworthy

= Deserves trust, can be believed and relied upon
to keep his/her word

----- 3-17 Worldly

= Interested in temporal events; has a world
outlook

----- 3-18 Intra-group conflict
avoider

= Avoids disputes with members of his or her
group

----- 3-19 Administratively skilled

= Able to plan, organize, coordinate, and control
work of large numbers (over 75) of individuals

----- 3-20 Just

= Acts according to what is right or fair
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----- 3-21 Win/win problem-solver

= Able to identify solutions which satisfy
individuals with diverse and conflicting interests

----- 3-22 Clear

=Easily understood

----- 3-23 Self-interested

= Pursues own best interests

----- 3-24 Tyrannical

= Acts like a tyrant or despot; imperious

----- 3-25 Integrator

= Integrates people or things into cohesive,
working whole

----- 3-26 Calm

= Not easily distressed

----- 3-27 Provocateur

=Stimulates unrest

----- 3-28 Loyal

=Stays with and supports friends even when they
have substantial problems

----- 3-29 Unique

= An unusual person; has characteristics of
behaviors that are different from most others

----- 3-30 Collaborative

= Works jointly with others

----- 3-31 Encouraging

= Gives courage, confidence, or hope through
reassuring and advising

----- 3-32 Morale booster

= Increases morale of subordinates by offering
encouragement, praise, and/or by being confident

----- 3-33 Arrogant

= Presumptuous or overbearing

----- 3-34 Orderly

= Is organized and methodological in work

----- 3-35 Prepared

= Is ready for future events

----- 3-36 Autocratic

= Makes decisions in dictatorial way

----- 3-37 Secretive

= Tends to conceal information from others

----- 3-38 Asocial

= Avoids people or groups; prefers own company

----- 3-39 Fraternal

= Tends to be a good friend of subordinates
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----- 3-40 Generous

= Willing to give time, money, resources, and
help to others

----- 3-41 Formal

= Acts in accordance with rules, convention, and
ceremonies

----- 3-42 Modest
----- 3-43 Intelligent

= Does not boast; presents self in a humble
manner
= Smart; learns and understands easily

----- 3-44 Decisive

= Makes decisions firmly and quickly

----- 3-45 Consultative

= Consults with others before making plans or
taking action

----- 3-46 Irritable

= Moody; easily agitated

----- 3-47 Loner

= Works and acts separately from others

----- 3-48 Enthusiastic

= Demonstrates and imparts strong positive
emotions for work

----- 3-49 Risk averse

= Avoids taking risks; dislikes risk

----- 3-50 Vindictive

= Vengeful; seeks revenge when wronged

----- 3-51 Compassionate

= Has empathy for others; inclined to be helpful
or show mercy

----- 3-52 Subdued

= Suppressed, quiet, tame

----- 3-53 Egocentric

=Self-absorbed; thoughts focus mostly on one’s
self

----- 3-54 Non-explicit

=Subtle, does not communicate explicitly,
communicates by metaphor, et allegory, et
example

----- 3-55 Distant

= Aloof, stands off from others, difficult to
become friends with

----- 3-56 Intellectually stimulating

= Encourages others to think and use their minds;
challenges beliefs, stereotypes, and attitudes of
others
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Section 4
Leader Behaviors (Part II)
Instructions
This section follows the same format as that of Section 3. You should again rate
the leader behaviors and characteristics on the following pages. To do this, on the line
next to each behavior or characteristic write the number from the scale below that best
describes how important that behavior or characteristic is for a leader or faculty to be
outstanding.
SCALE
1 = This behavior or characteristic greatly inhibits a person from being an
outstanding leader.
2 = This behavior or characteristic somewhat inhibits a person from being an
outstanding leader.
3 = This behavior or characteristic slightly inhibits a person from being an
outstanding leader.
4 = This behavior or characteristic has no impact on whether a person is an
outstanding leader.
5 = This behavior or characteristic contributes slightly to a person being an
outstanding leader.
6 = This behavior or characteristic contributes somewhat to a person being an
outstanding leader.
7 = This behavior or characteristic contributes greatly to a person being an
outstanding leader.

Section 4 questions begin here.
----- 4-1 Cautious

= Proceeds/performs with great care and does not take
risks

----- 4-2 Organized

= Well organized, methodical, orderly

----- 4-3 Cunning

= Sly, deceitful, full of guile

----- 4-4 Informed

= Knowledgeable; aware of information

----- 4-5 Effective bargainer

= Is able to negotiate effectively, able to make
transactions with others on favorable terms

----- 4-6 Egotistical

= Conceited, convinced of own abilities
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----- 4-7 Noncooperative

= Unwilling to work jointly with others

----- 4-8 Logical

= Applies logic when thinking

----- 4-9 Status-conscious

= Aware of others' socially accepted status

----- 4-10 Foresight

= Anticipates possible future events

----- 4-11 Plans ahead

= Anticipates and prepares in advance

----- 4-12 Normative

= Behaves according to the norms of his or her group

----- 4-13 Individually oriented

= Concerned with and places high value on preserving
individual rather than group needs

----- 4-14 Non-egalitarian

= Believes that all individuals are not equal and only
some should have equal rights and privileges

----- 4-15 Intuitive

= Has extra insight

----- 4-16 Indirect

= Does not go straight to the point; uses metaphors
and examples to communicate

----- 4-17 Habitual

= Given to a constant, regular routine

----- 4-18 Self-effacing

= Presents self in a modest way

----- 4-19 Able to anticipate

= Able to successfully anticipate future needs

----- 4-20 Motive arouser

= Mobilizes and activates followers

----- 4-21 Sensitive

= Aware of slight changes in other's moods; restricts
discussion to prevent embarrassment

----- 4-22 Convincing

= Unusually able to persuade others of his/her
viewpoint

----- 4-23 Communicative

= Communicates with others frequently

----- 4-24 Excellence-oriented

= Strives for excellence in performance of self and
subordinates

----- 4-25 Procedural

= Follows established rules and guidelines
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----- 4-26 Confidence builder

= Instills others with confidence by showing
confidence in them

----- 4-27 Group-oriented

= Concerned with the welfare of the group

----- 4-28 Class conscious

= Is conscious of class and status boundaries and acts
accordingly
= Does not participate with others

----- 4-29 Nonparticipative
----- 4-30 Self-sacrificial

= Foregoes self-interests and makes personal
sacrifices in the interest of a goal or vision

----- 4-31 Patient

= Has and shows patience

----- 4-32 Honest

= Speaks and acts truthfully

----- 4-33 Domineering

= Inclined to dominate others

----- 4-34 Intra-group face-saver = Ensures that other group members are not
embarrassed or shamed
----- 4-35 Dynamic

= Highly involved, energetic, enthused, motivated

----- 4-36 Coordinator

= Integrates and manages work of subordinates

----- 4-37 Elitist

= Believes that a small number of people with similar
backgrounds are superior and should enjoy privileges

----- 4-38 Team-builder

=Able to induce group members to work together

----- 4-39 Cynical

= Tends to believe the worst about people and events

----- 4-40 Performance-oriented

= Sets high standards of performance

----- 4-41 Ambitious

= Sets high goals; works hard

----- 4-42 Motivational

= Stimulates others to put forth efforts above and
beyond the call of duty and make personal sacrifices

----- 4-43 Micromanager

= An extremely close supervisor, one who insists on
making all decisions

----- 4-44 Nondelegator

= Unwilling or unable to relinquish control of projects
or tasks
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----- 4-45 Avoids negatives

= Avoids saying no to another when requested to do
something, even when it cannot be done

----- 4-46 Visionary

= Has a vision and imagination of the future

----- 4-47 Willful

= Strong-willed, determined, resolute, persistent

----- 4-48 Ruler

= Is in charge and does not tolerate disagreement or
questioning; gives orders

----- 4-49 Dishonest

= Fraudulent, insincere

----- 4-50 Hostile

= Actively unfriendly; acts negatively toward others

----- 4-51 Future-oriented

= Makes plans and takes actions based on future goals

----- 4-52 Good administrator

= Has ability to manage complex office work and
administrative systems

----- 4-53 Dependable

= Reliable

----- 4-54 Dictatorial

= Forces her/his values and opinions on others

----- 4-55 Individualistic

= Behaves in a different manner than peers

----- 4-56 Ritualistic

= Uses a prescribed order to carry out procedures
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Section 5
Culture of fear
I am studying conditions that may have created in you a sense of fear over the
past few years, and how those conditions affect attitudes about relationships between
Libyan students and faculty. Please rate whether, and the degree to which, each of the
following may have made you fearful before the recent revolution in Libya.
Use of force
5-1 The use of actual or threatened physical harm forced me to agree to, or do things
that were contrary to what I would have preferred to do.
Strongly
Neutral
Strongly
Disagree
Agree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
5-2 The use of actual or threatened physical harm created or enhanced feelings of fear
across my community.
Strongly
Neutral
Strongly
Disagree
Agree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
5-3 The use of actual or threatened physical harm made me feel hatred and hostility
toward those making the threat.
Strongly
Neutral
Strongly
Disagree
Agree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Fiction
5-4 The use of rumor or stories that talked about internal or external dangers to the
people of Libya made me feel fear.
Strongly
Neutral
Strongly
Disagree
Agree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
5-5 The regime’s use of media created and enhanced an atmosphere of fear.
Strongly
Neutral
Strongly
Disagree
Agree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
5-6 The absence of a local independent media and lack of confidence in regime media
made me turn to external media.
Strongly
neutral
Strongly
Disagree
Agree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
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Finance
5-7 The fact that the government controlled my source of income made me afraid of
showing opposition.
Strongly
neutral
Strongly
Disagree
Agree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
5-8 People were afraid of those who controlled their source of income.
Strongly
neutral
Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6

Strongly
Agree
7

5-9 Because of fear of losing their jobs, people showed loyalty to the regime even if they
did not feel loyal.
Strongly
neutral
Strongly
Disagree
Agree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Fealty
5-10 I feared retribution if I did or said something in public that could have been
perceived as threatening to the regime.
Strongly
neutral
Strongly
Disagree
Agree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
5-11 People avoided doing things that could have been perceived as lack of support for
what the regime did.
Strongly
neutral
Strongly
Disagree
Agree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
5-12 I felt pressure to actively endorse the regime and its actions.
Strongly
neutral
Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
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Strongly
Agree
7

Section 6
Power distance: Organization Values (should be)
In this section we study what power distance in your university should be. Please
circle the number that you think is your answer.
6-1 In your university, students should: (reverse scored)
obey their
instructors without
question
1

Neutral

2

3

4

5

Question their
instructors when in
disagreement
7

6

6-2 In your university, people with rank and position in the hierarchy should have
special privileges: (reverse scored)
Strongly
agree
1
2

Neutral
3

4

5
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6

Strongly
Disagree
7

Appendix 2
Retranslation Arabic Survey into English
Information about a Research Study
Clemson University
Influence of Culture of Fear Policies on Student’s Understanding of Leadership in
Student Faculty Relationships
Description of the study and your special part in it
Dr. Russ Marion and Mr. Amin Mohamed are inviting you to participate in this
study. Dr. Russ Marion is a faculty member at Clemson University in the USA. Mr.
Amin Mohamed is a Libyan student at Clemson University and is running this study with
the help of Dr. Marion. The goal of this study is to analyze the influence of culture-offear policies within Libyan business schools on students’ understanding of the leadermember exchange (LMX) relationship with faculty as well as their perception of the
nature of leadership.
Your part in the study is to complete a survey, which asks about your own
perception of fear during the Gadhafi’s regime. Specifically, the questions will address
student/faculty exchange relationships in your school, and your perceptions of the nature
of leadership.
Completion of this survey will take approximately 20 minutes of your time.
Risks and Discomfort
(The statement is not very clear, one Arabic word should be changed. I believe that the
translations meant to say) We are not aware of any risks or discomforts you may face
during this study.
Possible Benefits
This study aims to expand on the understanding of the impact that fear, which was
adopted by the Gadhafi government, has on how we understand and practice leadership in
Libyan universities. Another goal of ours is to contribute to the recovery from this
process in Libya.
Protection of Privacy and Confidentiality
The survey will be distributed and competed in your classes. To protect your
privacy, we will put all the surveys in one envelope in a manner that will not allow your
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survey to be identified. Furthermore, you will not place your name (or any other
identification) on the survey. Survey data will be entered into a computer database. All
hard copies will be placed in a locked cabinet. The database will be maintained on two
computers that are password-protected, one belonging to Dr. Marion and the other to Mr.
Mohammed. The hard copies will be destroyed once the data is gathered and backed up.
(Overall the Arabic grammar needs to be revised in this paragraph as it is a little
confusing)
We will do everything we can to protect your privacy and confidentiality. We will
not tell anybody outside this research team that you participated in this study or about the
information we collected about you in particular.
Choosing to be in the study
You are not required to be in this study. You can stop completing the survey at
any time. You will not be punished if you decide not to participate in the study or to stop
taking part in it.
Contact Information
If you have any questions or concerns about this study, or if any problems arise as
a result of taking part in it, please contact Mr. Amin Mohammed, Clemson University,
amohame@clemson.edu.
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Section 1
Demographic information:
Circle what best describes your state:
1.1 Gender
1. male

2. Female

1.2 Are you
1. faculty member

2. Student

1.2 Which department are you in
1. Accounting 2. Buisness Administration
Others

3. Economy 4. Finance 5. Marekting 6.

1.4 If you are a faculty member, what is your terminal degree?
1. graduate student 2. Masters degree 3. P.hD Degree
1.5 What is your rank?
1. Graduate Assistant 2. Assitant lecturer
Associate Professor 6 Full Professor.

3. Lecturer
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4. Assistant professor 5.

Section 2
Theory of leader member exchange (LMX)
The theory of leader member exchange (LMX) is concerned with studying the
relation between the superior and his subordinate in organizations. In this study, we aim
to apply this theory so as to study the relationship between the students and faculty
members inside the classroom of business schools in Libyan universities. This part of the
survey contains twelve questions. Each question consists of two parts and is written in
two different ways: the first half of each question is to be answered by the students while
the second half is to be answered by faculty members. Circle the number that you believe
best fits your answer.
Note:
Students: These questions should be answered about faculty members is general and not
the one teaching this course.
Professors: Answer these questions about students in general.

2.1 I like my professors very much as persons. My students like me very much as a
person.
Strongly
Disagree
1

neutral
2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
Agree
7

2.2 My professors are the type of people I would like to have as a friend. My students
think I am the type of person they would like to have as a friend
Strongly
Disagree
1

neutral
2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
Agree
7

2.3 Working with my Professors is a lot of fun. My students think that I am a lot of fun to
work with.
Strongly
Disagree
1

neutral
2

3

4

5
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6

Strongly
Agree
7

2.4 My professors defend my work with the higher administration even without complete
knowledge of ??????? (not clear). I defend my students’ work with the higher
administration even without complete knowledge of ???????
Strongly
Disagree
1

neutral
2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
Agree
7

2.5 and my professors will defend me in case I was attacked by others. I will defend my
students in cased they were attacked by others.
Strongly
neutral
Strongly
Disagree
Agree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

2.6 My professors will defend me to others in the university if I made a mistake (Arabic
grammar should be revised here). I will defend my students to others in the university if
they made a mistake.
Strongly
Disagree
1

neutral
2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
Agree
7

2.7 I do work for my professors that goes beyond what is specified in my studies. My
students do work for me that go that goes beyond what is specified in their studies.
Strongly
Disagree
1

neutral
2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
Agree
7

2.8 and I am ready to exert extra efforts beyond those usually required of me to support
the interests of the work group. My students are ready to exert extra efforts beyond those
normally required to support the interests of their work group.
Strongly
Disagree
1

neutral
2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
Agree
7

2.9 I am impressed with my professors’ knowledge of their work. My students are
impressed with my work knowledge.
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Strongly
Disagree
1

neutral
2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
Agree
7

2.10 I respect my professors’ knowledge and competence. My students respect my
knowledge and competence.
Strongly
Disagree
1

neutral
2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
Agree
7

2.11 I am impressed with my professors’ professional skills. My students are impressed
with my professional skills.
Strongly
Disagree
1

neutral
2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
Agree
7

Note:
Students: Answer this question about the professor of this class only.
Professor: Answer about the students of this class only.
2.12 I respect the knowledge and competence of the professor teaching this class.
The students in this class respect my knowledge and competence.
Strongly
Disagree
1

neutral
2

3

4

5
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6

Strongly
Agree
7

Section 3
Leader Behavior (First part)
Instructions
Perhaps you knew some people in your university who have exceptional skills in
motivating and influencing other people or groups to aid in the success of a certain
organization or task in your university. We can call those “Outstanding Leaders”.
In the following pages, we list some behaviors and qualities that can be used to
describe a leader or a teacher. Every behavior or quality is followed by a short definition
to clarify its meaning.
Using the description of an outstanding leader described above as a guide, rate the
behaviors and qualities in the following pages by providing your evaluation in the space
available near each behavior or quality. Using the scale provided below, write a number
which describes the importance of a certain behavior or quality that makes a leader
outstanding.
Scale
1. This behavior or quality greatly inhibits the person from being an outstanding leader.
2. This behavior or quality somewhat inhibits the person from being an outstanding
leader
3. This behavior or quality slightly inhibits the person from being an outstanding leader
4. This behavior or quality has no impact on the person from being an outstanding
leader
5. This behavior or quality slightly contributes to a person in being an outstanding
leader
6. This behavior or quality somewhat contributes to a person in being an outstanding
leader
7. This behavior or quality greatly contributes to a person in being an outstanding leader
Start of questions for third section.
3.1 Deplomatic:
Skillful in interpersonal skills and tactful
3.2 Evasive:
Does not provide negative opinion to keep good relations and save
face.
3.3 Mediator:
Intervenes to solve conflicts between individuals.
3.4 Bossy:
Tells his subordinates what to do in a commanding way.
3.5 Positive:
In general optimistic and confident.
3.6 Competitive within a group:
he tries to exceed the performance of other withing
the group.
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3.7 Independent:
Works independently. Does not depend on others.
3.8 Free:
Does not depend on others, self governing.
3.9 Ruthless:
relies on punishment without mercy or compassion
3.10 Sensitive:
He easily feels hurt and offended
3.11 Evolving:
Seeking continuous performance improvement.
3.12 Inspirational:
inspires emotions, believes, and behaviors to others. Inspired
people top work harder.
3.13 Anticipatory:
anticipates and tries to predict things. Sees what is going to happen
in the future.
3.14 Adventurous (risk taker):
is ready to invest lots of resources in projects that
are not guaranteed to succeed.
3.15 Truthful:
means what he says.
3.16 Trustable:
deserves trust, dependable, and can be relied on to keep his word
3.17 Worldly:
experienced in life and people issues. Interested in temporal
events. He has universal expectations.
3.18 Avoids conflicts within the group:
Avoids conflicts with people within the
group.
3.19 Administrative skills:
Ability to plan, organize, coordinate and control the
work of large number of people (more than 75).
3.20 Fair (Just):
behaves fairly.
3.21 Problem Solver:
Ability to identify solutions that satisfy people with
different and conflicting interests
3.22 Clear:
Easy to understand.
3.23 self interested: Cares about his own benefit.
3.24 Tyrannical:
Acts like a Tyrant or imperious.
3.25 Integrator:
integrates people or things together to make work coherent.
3.26 Calm:
Does not get sad or upset easily.
3.27 Provocateur:
ignites problems
3.28 Loyal:
keeps friends support them even when they have big problems.
3.29 Unique:
Extraordinary person. Has behavioral qualities that are different
than other.
3.30 Collaborative:
Work with others.
3.31 Encouraging:
Gives courage, confidence, and hope by providing assuring advice.
3.32 Morale booster: boosts the moral of his subordinates by providing encouragement
and praise and/or through being confident.
3.33 Arrogant:
imperious overbearing.
3.34 Organized:
organized and methodological in his work.
3.35 ready:
ready for future events.
3.36 Autocratic:
Takes decisions in a dictator way.
3.37 Secretive:
tries to hide information from other.
3.38 Not social:
avoids people or groups. Prefers his own company.
3.39 Fraternal:
tends to be a good friend of his subordinates.
3.40 Generous:
Willing to give, time, and resources to help others.
3.41 Formal:
actions are according to rules and agreements.
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3.42 humble:
does not show off and presents himself in a humble way.
3.43 Clever (intelligent):
smart, learns quickly
3.44 Decisive:
Takes decisions quickly and decisively.
3.45 Consultive:
consults with others before making plans and decisions
3.46 Irritable:
moody and can be easily angered.
3.47 Loner:
works independent of others.
3.48 Enthusiastic:
demonstrates positive and strong emotions for work
3.49 Not risky:
avoids and hates risks
3.50 Vindictive:
seeks revenge when treated unfairly
3.51 Compassionate: has compassions to others, tends to show mercy.
3.52 Subdued:
suppressed, tamed, isolated.
3.53 Selfish (egocentric):
ideas are self concentrated.
3.54 Indirect (non-explicit): unclear, does not communicate in a clear way,
communicates through examples and metaphor.
3.55 Isolated:
stays away from others. Hard to establish friends.
3.56 Intellectually Stimulating:
encourages others to think, use their minds, and
challenge common beliefs, stereotypes, and attitudes.
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Section 4
Leader behavior part two:
This section follows the same instructions of the previous section. Rate the
behaviors and qualities in the following pages by putting your rating in the space
available beside each behavior or quality. Write a number which describes the
importance of a certain behavior or quality that makes a leader outstanding.
Scale
1. This behavior or quality greatly inhibits the person from being an outstanding
leader.
2. This behavior or quality somewhat inhibits the person from being an outstanding
leader
3. This behavior or quality slightly inhibits the person from being an outstanding
leader
4. This behavior or quality has no impact on the person from being an outstanding
leader
5. This behavior or quality slightly contributes to a person in being an outstanding
leader
6. This behavior or quality somewhat contributes to a person in being an outstanding
leader
7. This behavior or quality greatly contributes to a person in being an outstanding
leader
Beginning of section 4
4.1 Cautious:
performs in a great care. Does not take risk.
4.2 Organized:
Extremely well-organized. Methodical and orderly.
4.3 Cunning:
deceitful, sly, guileful
4.4 Informed:
knowledgeable, knows lots of information.
4.5 Bargainer:
can bargain in an effective way. Capable of carrying transaction
with others on good terms.
4.6 Arrogant:
In love with himself, convinced of his own abilities.
4.7 Not helpful (Not collaborative): does not like to work with others.
4.8 Logical:
uses logic while thinking.
4.9 Status-conscious: conscious about others’ socially-accepted person.
4.10 Foresightful:
can predict future events.
4.11 plans ahead:
predicts and is ready ahead of time.
4.12 Normative:
acts according to the norms of his group.
4.13 Individual-oriented:
places emphasis on individuals rather than the group needs.
4.14 Non-egalitarian:
believes that not all individuals are equal. Only a few
should be equal in rights and privileges.
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4.15 Intuitive:
he has additional insight.
4.16 Indirect:
Does not go directly to the point. Uses metaphor and examples to
communicate.
4.17 Habitual:
looks for a unchanging usual routine
4.18 Modest:
presents himself in a down-to-earth way
4.19 Anticipatory:
can anticipate the future needs successfully.
4.20 Motivator:
motivates his followers.
4.21 Sensitive:
can detect small variations in others’ moods and limits discussion
to avoid embarrassment.
4.22 Persuasive:
unusually capable of convincing others of his opinion.
4.23 Communicative:
communicates with others in a repetitive fashion.
4.24 Excellence-oriented:
seeks excellence in his and sub-ordinates performance.
4.25 Procedural:
follows rigid procedures and guidelines.
4.26 builds confidence:
instills confidence in others by highlighting there own
confidence.
4.27 Group-oriented:
concerned with the good of the group.
4.28 Class-conscious:
conscious about class boundaries and works accordingly.
4.29 Not participative:
does not participate with others.
4.30 self sacrificial:
sacrifices his own benefits for goals and visions.
4.31 Patient:
has and shown patience.
4.32 Honest:
talks and acts truthfully.
4.33 Domineering: likes to dominate others.
4.34 Saves the face of other group members:
makes sure not to embarrass the
group members.
4.35 Dynamic:
Active participant, motivated, lively, enthusiastic.
4.36 Coordinator:
integrates and manages the work of subordinates.
4.37 Elitist:
believes that a small number of outstanding people of the same
background should have privileges.
4.38 team builder:
able to make team members work together.
4.39 pessimistic:
tends to have negative opinions about people and events.
4.40 performance-oriented:
Places high performance measures.
4.41 Ambitious:
Puts high goals and works hard towards them.
4.42 Motivational:
motivates others to take their role and undertake self sacrifices.
4.43 Micromanager: observes intricately and insists on taking all decision by himself.
4.44 Does not delegate: does not like and is not capable of relinquishing control of
projects and tasks
4.45 avoids saying no:
avoids saying no to others when asked to do something
even when he know he cannot perform it.
4.46 Visionary:
He has foresight and imaginations for the future.
4.47 Willful:
have a strong will.. determined.. persistent.
4.48 Ruler:
Does not allow disagreement or questioning and gives orders.
4.49 Dishonest:
fraudulent, insincere.
4.50 Hostile:
his actions are unfriendly and negative towards others.
4.51 Future-oriented:
puts plans and takes actions to achieve future goals,
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4.51 Good administrator:
he is capable of carrying out complex office work and
administrative systems.
4.53 dependable:
can be trusted with work.
4.54 Dictator:
force his opinions and values on others.
4.55 Individualistic: behaves in a different way when compared to his peers.
4.56 Ritualistic:
uses the same exact order to perform a certain number of tasks.
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Section 5
Culture of fear:
This part of the survey studies the conditions that created the feeling of fear
among you during the last few years, and how these conditions influence the attitudes and
relations between students and Libyan faculty members. Please rate whether, and to
which extent, did the following contribute to the creation of the culture of fear during the
last few years?
5.1 Use of physical abuse, actual or via threatening, to force me to accept or do
something opposite to what I intended to do.
Strongly
Disagree
1

neutral
2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
Agree
7

5.2 Use of physical abuse, actual or via threatening, created or enhanced the feeling of
fear in my community.
Strongly
Disagree
1

neutral
2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
Agree
7

5.3 Use of physical abuse, actual or via threatening, made me hate and feel hostility
toward the person threatening me.
Strongly
Disagree
1

neutral
2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
Agree
7

5.4 Use of rumors or stories that talks about internal or external dangers to the Libyan
people made me fearful.

Strongly
Disagree
1

neutral
2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
Agree
7

5.5 Regime’s use of media created and enhanced fearful atmosphere.
Strongly
Disagree
1

neutral
2

3

4

5
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6

Strongly
Agree
7

5.6 The absence of independent media sources and the lack of confidence in the regime’s
media made me listen to external media sources.
Strongly
Disagree
1

neutral
2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
Agree
7

5.7 The reality that the government control my source of income made me afraid to show
opposition
Strongly
Disagree
1

neutral
2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
Agree
7

5.8 people were afraid from the people who control their source of income
Strongly
Disagree
1

neutral
2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
Agree
7

5.9 As a result of fear from losing one’s job, people showed loyalty to the regime even
when they were not really loyal.
Strongly
Disagree
1

neutral
2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
Agree
7

5.10 I was afraid of punishment if I said or did something publicly that can be viewed as
a threat to the regime.
Strongly
neutral
Strongly
Disagree
Agree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
5.11 People avoided doing things that are not viewed as supportive to the regime.
Strongly
Disagree
1

neutral
2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
Agree
7

6

Strongly
Agree
7

5.12 I felt pressured to support the regime and its acts.
Strongly
Disagree
1

neutral
2

3

4

5
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Section 6
Dimensions of power: organization values (should be)
6.1 In this organization, subordinates should:
neutral

Obey their
instructors
without
question
1

2

3

4

Question their
instructors in case
of disagreement
5

6

7

6.2 In this organization, their should be special privileges according to rank and position
in the hierarchy:
Strongly
Disagree
1

neutral
2

3

4

5
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6

Strongly
Agree
7

Appendix 3
Arabic Survey
معلومات عن دراسة بحثية
جامعة كليمسون
اآلثار المترتبة عن سياسة ثقافة الخوف على مفاھيم الطالب من القيادة وعالقة الطالب وعضوء ھيئة التدريس
وصف الدراسة والجزء الخاص بالمشارك:
د .روس مارين و امين الدرباق يدعوكم للمشاركة في ھذه الدراسة .د مارين عضوء ھيئة تدريس بجامعة كليمسون
بالواليات المتحدة .أمين الدرباق طالب ليبي بجامعة كليمسون يجري ھذه الدراسة بمساعدة د .مارين .ھدف الدراسة
ھو تحليل االثار المترتبة عن سياسة ثقافة الخوف على مفاھيم الطالب في ما يتعلق بعالقته مع عضوء ھيئة التدريس
طبقا لنظرية القائد والعضوء عالقة تبادلية) (LMXو مفاھيمه لطبيعة القيادة.
الجزء الخاص بك في ھذه الدراسة ھو إكمال االستبيان والذي يسأل عن التصورات الخاصة بك للخوف في ظل نظام
القذافي ،وحول أعضاء ھيئة التدريس  /الطلبة عالقات تبادل في الكليات ،والتصورات الخاصة بك لطبيعة القيادة.
اكمال ھذا االسبيان قد يستغرق حوالي  20دقيقة.
المخاطر والمضايقات:
ال علم لنا عن أي مخاطر أو مضايقات قد تتعرضون لھا في ھذه الدراسة.
الفوائد المحتملة:
ھذه الدراسة سوف توسع فھم تأثير الخوف ،والتي تبناھا نظام القذافي ،لفھم كيفية ممارسة القيادة في الجامعات
الليبية .واحد أھدافنا ھو المساھمة في عملية التخلص منھا في ليبيا.
حماية الخصوصية والسرية:
سوف يتم توزيع وتعبئة االستبيان في الفصول الدراسية .ولحماية خصوصيتك ،سوف تقوم بوضع االستبيان في
ظرف مع جميع االستبيانات األخرى بطريقة لن تسمح بتعرف على صاحب االستبيان .كما إنك لن تضع اسمك )أو أي
تحديد للھوية( على االستبيان .وسوف يتم إدخال بيانات االستبيان في قاعدة بيانات الحاسوب ،وسيتم حفظ جميع النسخ
الورقية في خزانة مقفلة .سيتم حماية قاعدة البيانات بكلمة مرور في أجھزة كمبيوتر د .مارين و السيد الدرباق ولن
تكون متاحة اال لھما فقط .وسيتم تدمير النسج الورقة بعد ادخال البيانات إلى قاعدة البيانات والنسخ االحتياطي .ولن
يتم اإلبالغ عن أي معلومات في المنشورات أو العروض يمكن أن تحدد ھويتك أو المنظمة التابع لھا.
سوف نفعل كل ما بوسعنا لحماية الخصوصية والسرية .ونحن لن نخبر أحدا من خارج فريق البحث في ھذه الدراسة
من تكون أو ما ھي المعلومات التي جمعناھا عنك على وجه الخصوص.
اختيار أن تكون في ھذه الدراسة:
لست مجبرا على ان تكون ضمن ھذه الدراسة .يمكنك اختيار عدم المشاركة في ھذه الدراسة كما يمكنك التوقف عن
اكمال االستبيان في اي وقت .انك لن تعاقب باي شكل من االشكال اذا اخترت عدم المشاركة او التوقف عن المشاركة.
معلومات االتصال:
إذا كان لديك أي أسئلة أو مخاوف بشأن ھذه الدراسة أو إذا كان ھناك أي مشاكل نشأة بسببھا ،يرجى االتصال بأمين
الدرباق ,جامعة كليمسون على .amohame@clemson.edu
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المقطع االول
المعلومات الديموغرافية
ضع دائرة حول ما يناسبك من الخيارات
 1.1الجنس
 .2أنثى
 .1ذكر
 2.1ھل انت
 .1عضؤ ھيئة تدريس
 3.1ما ھو القسم التابع له
 .1محاسبة  .2ادارة اعمال

 .2طالب
 .3اقتصاد

 .5تسويق

 .4تمويل

 4.1إذا كنت عضؤ ھيئة تدريس :ما ھي الشھادة المتحصل عليھا
 .2ماجيستير
 .1طالب دراسات عليا
 5.1ما ھي درجتك العلمية
 .2محاضر مساعد
 .1معيد

 .3محاضر

 .3دكتوراة

 .4استاذ مساعد
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 .6اخرى )(....................

 .5استاذ مشارك

 .6استاذ

المقطع الثاني
نظرية القائد -العضؤ العالقة المتبادلة )(LMX
تھتم نظرية القائد -العضؤ العالقة المتبادلة ) (LMXبدراسة العالقة بين الرئيس والمرؤوس في المنظمات ،في ھذا
الدراسة نسعى إلى تطبيق ھذه النظرية لدراسة العالقة بين الطالب وعضؤ ھيئة التدريس داخل الفصل الدراسي في
كليات االقتصاد والتجارة بالجامعات الليبية ،ھذا المقطع من االستبيان يحتوي على  12سؤال كل سؤال يتكون من
جزئين .كل سؤال مكتوب بطريقتين :النصف األول من كل جملة يتم الرد عليه من قبل الطالب ،والنصف الثاني من
كل جملة يتم الرد عليه من قبل األساتذة .ضع دائرة حول الرقم الذي تعتقد أنه ھو جوابك.
مالحظة:
الطالب :اإلجابة على ھذه األسئلة عن كل األساتذة بصفة عامة وليس فقط أستاذ ھذه المادة.
أساتذة :اإلجابة عن الطلبة بشكل عام.
 1-2أحب أساتذتي كثيرا جدا في شخصھم .طالبي يحبونني كثيرا في شخصي.
محايد
غير موافق بشدة
5
4
3
2
1

6

موافق جدا
7

 2-2أساتذتي ھم من نوع األشخاص الذين اود أن يكونوا صديقا لي .طالبي يعتقدون انني من النوع الذي يودون أن
يكونوا اصدقاء لي.
موافق جدا
محايد
غير موافق بشدة
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
 3-2العمل مع أساتذتي ممتع كثيرا .طالبي يعتقدوا أن العمل معي ممتع كثيرا.
محايد
غير موافق
بشدة
5
4
3
2
1

موافق جدا
6

7

 4-2أساتذتي يدافعون عن عملي لجھات أعلى ،حتى من دون معرفة كاملة لموضوع القضية .أنا أدافع عن عمل
طالبي لجھات أعلى ،حتى من دون معرفة كاملة لموضوع القضية.
موافق جدا
محايد
غير موافق بشدة
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
 5-2وأساتذتي يھبوا لدفاع عني في حالة انني ھاجمت من قبل اآلخرين .أنا أھب للدفاع عن طالبي إذا ما تم
مھاجمتھم من قبل اآلخرين.
موافق جدا
محايد
غير موافق بشدة
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
 6-2أساتذتي دافعون عني لدي اآلخرين في الجامعة ،إذا أنا أخطأت .أن ادافع عن طالبي عند اآلخرين في الجامعة،
إذا ھم ارتكبوا خطأ.
موافق جدا
محايد
غير موافق
بشدة
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
 7-2أنا اقوم بأعمال ألساتذتي تتجاوز ما ھو محدد بالدراسة .طالبي يقمون باعمال بالنسبة لي تتجاوز ما ھو محدد
بالدراسة.
موافق جدا
محايد
غير موافق
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بشدة
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
 8-2أنا على استعداد لبذل جھود إضافية ،تتجاوز تلك التي تفرض عادة ،وذلك لتعزيز مصالح مجموعة العمل.
طالبي على استعداد لبذل جھود إضافية ،تتجاوز تلك التي تفرض عادة ،وذلك لتعزيز مصالح مجموعة العمل الخاصة
بھم.
موافق جدا
محايد
غير موافق بشدة
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
 9-2إنني معجب بمعرفة أساتذتي بعملھم .طالبي معجبون بمعرفتي بعملي.
محايد
غير موافق
بشدة
5
4
3
2
1

موافق جدا
6

7

 10-2أنا أحترم معرفة وكفاءة أساتذتي في عملھم .طالبي يحترمون معرفتي وكفاءتي في العمل.
محايد
غير موافق
بشدة
6
5
4
3
2
1

7

 11-2أنا معجب بمھارات أساتذتي المھنية .طالبي معجبون بمھاراتي المھنية.
محايد
غير موافق بشدة
5
4
3
2
1

موافق جدا
7

مالحظة:
الطالب :أجب على ھذا السؤال عن أستاذ ھذه الفصل.

6

موافق جدا

أساتذة :أجب بالنسبة للطالب في ھذا الفصل.

 12-2أنا أحترم معرفة وكفاءة أستاذ ھذه المادة في العمل .الطلبة في ھذا الفصل يحترمون معرفتي وكفاءتي في
عملي.
موافق جدا
محايد
غير موافق بشدة
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
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المقطع الثالث
سلوكيات القائد )الجزء االول(
تعليمات :ربما كنت في جامعتك على بينة ببعض الناس الذين يملكون مھرات استثنائية في التحفيز و التأثير على
االخرين او مجموعات للمساھمة في نجاح منظمة او مھمة في جامعتك ،قد نسمي ھؤالء "بالقادة البارزين" .في
الصفحات التالية ھناك بعض السلوكيات و الخصائص التي يمكن استخدامھا لوصف القائد او االستاذ .كل سلوك او
خاصية متبوعه بتعريف قصير لتوضيح معناھا .استخدم توصيف القادة البارزين الموضح اعاله كمرشد ،قدر
السلوكيات والخصائص في الصفحات التالية بوضع تقيمك في الخانة الموجودة عند كل سلوك او خاصية .اكتب الرقم
من المقياس الموجود ادناه والذي يصف ما اھمية ھذا السلوك او الخاصية للقائد لكي يكون بارزا.
المقياس
 =1ھذا السلوك او الخاصية يمنع بشكل كبير الشخص أن يكون قائدا بارزا
 =2ھذا السلوك او الخاصية يمنع إلى حدا ما الشخص أن يكون قائدا بارزا
 =3ھذا السلوك او الخاصية يمنع قليال الشخص أن يكون قائدا بارزا
 =4ھذا السلوك او الخاصية ليس له اي تأثير الشخص أن يكون قائدا بارزا
 =5ھذا السلوك او الخاصية يساھم قليال في أن الشخص يكون قائدا بارزا
 =6ھذا السلوك او الخاصية يساھم إلى حدا ما في ان الشخص يكون قائدا بارزا
 =7ھذا السلوك او الخاصية يساھم إلى حد كبير في ان الشخص يكون قائدا بارزا
بداية اسئلة المقطع الثالث
 1.3 ----دبلوماسي 2.3 ----متملص 3.3 ----وسيط 4.3 ----متسلط 5.3 ----ايجابي 6.3 ----منافس داخلالمجموعة
 7.3 ----استقاللي 8.3 ----حر 9.3 ----قاسي 10.3 ----حساس 11.3 ----متطور 12.3 ----ملھم 13.3 ----توقعي 14.3 ----مخاطر 15.3 ----صادق 16.3 ----موثوق 17.3 ----دنيوي 18.3 ----متجنب للصراعداخل المجموعة
 19.3 -----المھارة االدارية

= المھارة في العالقات الشخصية واللباقة
= يمتنع عن االداء بتصريحات سلبية للحفاظ على عالقات جيدة وحفظ ما
الوجه
= يتدخل لحل النزاعات بين االفراد
= يخبر مرؤوسية ما يجب القيام به بطريقة االمر
= في العموم متفائل وواثق
= يحاول ان يتفوق على اداء االخرين في مجموعته
= يعمل باستقاللية ،ال يعتمد على االخرين
= ال يعتمد على االخرين ،حكمه ذاتي
= يعتمد على العقاب مع عدم وجود شفقة او رحمة
= بسھولة يشعر بالجرح او االھانة
= السعي المستمر لتحسين االداء
= يلھم العواطف والمعتقدات والقيم والسلوكيات لالخرين ،يلھم االجرين
ليعطيھم الدافع للعمل بجد
= يتوقع ويحاول التنبؤ باالحداث ،يرى ماذا سيحدث في المستقبل
= على استعداد الستثمار موارد كبيرة في المساعي التى ليست مضمونة
النجاح
= يعني ما يقول بجدية
= يستحق الثقة ويمكن االعتماد عليه ويعتقد بأن يتمسك بكلمته
= خبير بشؤون الحياة والناس ،مھتم باالحداث الزمنية ،ولديه توقعات
عالمية
= يتجنب الصراع مع افراد مجموعته
= القدرة على التخطيط والتنظيم وتنسيق ومراقبة عمل االعداد الكبيرة
)اكثر من  (75من االفراد
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 20.3 ----عادل 21.3 ----حالل المشاكل---------------------------------

22.3
23.3
24.3
25.3
26.3
27.3
28.3
29.3

واضح
المصلحة الذاتية
متعسف
موحد
مطمئن
استفزازي
مخلص
فريد

 30.3 ----متعاون 31.3 ----مشجع 32.3 ----معزز للمعنويات-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

33.3
34.3
35.3
36.3
37.3
38.3
39.3
40.3
41.3
42.3
43.3
44.3
45.3
46.3
47.3
48.3
49.3
50.3
51.3
52.3
53.3
54.3

متكبر
منظم
مستعد
استبدادي
متكتم
غير اجتماعي
ودود
كريم
رسمي
متواضع
ذكي
حازم
استشاري
سريع الغضب
منعزل
حماسي
غير مخاطر
انتقامي
رحيم
مھزم
اناني
غير صريح

 55.3 ----منعزل 56.3 -----محفز فكريا

= يتصرف وفقا لما ھو حق أو عادل
= القدرة على تحديد الحلول التي ترضى مصالح االفراد المتنوعة
والمتضاربة
= سھل الفھم
= يسعى لمصلحته الشخصية
= يتصرف مثل طاغية مستبد او متجبر
= يوحد او يدمج االشخاص او االشياء لتكون العمل كله متماسك
= ليس من السھولة ان يحزن او يفجع
= يحفز االضطرابات
= يحتفظ باالصدقاء ويدعمھم حتى عندما يكون لديھم مشاكل كبيرة
= شخص غير عادي وله خصائص سلوكية التي تختلف عن معظم
االخرين
= يعمل سويا مع االخرين
= يعطي الشجاعة والثقة أو االمل من خالل تقديم المشورة المطمئنة
= يزيد من معنويات المرؤوسين بوسطة تقديم التشجيع والثناء و /أو من
خالل الثقة بالنفس
= متغطرس ومتعجرف
= منظم وممنھج في عمله
= جاھز لالحداث المستقبلية
= يتخذ القرارت بطريقة دكتاتورية
= يميل إلى اخفاء المعلومات عن االخرين
= يتجنب الناس أو المجموعات ،يفضل رفقته الخاصة
= يميل إلى ان يكون صديقا جيدا لمرؤوسين
= على استعداد العطاء الوقت والمال والموارد ومساعدة االخرين
= االفعال وفقا للقواعد واالتفاقيات
= ال يتباھى ويعرض نفسه بطريقة متواضعة
= نبيه ،يتعلم ويفھم بسھولة
= يتخذ القرارات بسرعة وحزم
= يتشاور مع االخرين قبل اتخاذ الخطط واالجراءات
= مزاجي وسھل الھياج
= يعمل بشكل منفصل عن االخرين
= يبدي ويضفي المشاعر االيجابية القوية للعمل
= يتجنب ويكرة المخاطرة
= يسعى لالنتقام عندما يظلم
= لديه تعاطف مع االخرين ،يميل إلى اظھار الرحمة
= مقموع ومنعزل وذليل
= افكاره تتركز في معضمھا على الذات
= خفي ،ال يتواصل بشكل واضح ،يتواصل عن طريق االستعارة والرمز
واالمثلة
= يقف بعيدا عن االخرين ،من الصعب ان تكون صديقا له
= يشجع االخرين على التفكير واستخدام عقولھم و تحدي المعتقدات
والقوالب النمطية ومواقف االخرين
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المقطع الرابع
سلوكيات القائد الجزء الثاني
تعليمات :ھذا المقطع يتبع نفس تعليمات المقطع الثالث ، .قدر السلوكيات والخصائص في الصفحات التالية بوضع
تقيمك في الخانة الموجودة عند كل سلوك او خاصية .اكتب الرقم من المقياس الموجود ادناه والذي يصف ما اھمية
ھذا السلوك او الخاصية للقائد لكي يكون بارزا.
المقياس
 =1ھذا السلوك او الخاصية يمنع بشكل كبير الشخص أن يكون قائدا بارزا
 =2ھذا السلوك او الخاصية يمنع إلى حدا ما الشخص أن يكون قائدا بارزا
 =3ھذا السلوك او الخاصية يمنع قليال الشخص أن يكون قائدا بارزا
 =4ھذا السلوك او الخاصية ليس له اي تأثير الشخص أن يكون قائدا بارزا
 =5ھذا السلوك او الخاصية يساھم قليال في أن الشخص يكون قائدا بارزا
 =6ھذا السلوك او الخاصية يساھم إلى حدا ما في ان الشخص يكون قائدا بارزا
 =7ھذا السلوك او الخاصية يساھم إلى حد كبير في ان الشخص يكون قائدا بارزا
بداية المقطع الرابع
1.4
----2.4
----3.4
----4.4
----5.4
-----

حذر
منظم
ماكر
مطلع
مفاوض

---------------------------------

6.4
7.4
8.4
9.4
10.4
11.4
12.4
13.4

مغرور
غير متعاون
منطقي
يدرك ما حوله
ب ٌ
صير
مخطط مقدما
معياري
المنحى الفردي

-----

14.4

غير مساوي

---------

15.4
16.4

حدسي
غير مباشر

-------------

17.4
18.4
19.4

---------

20.4
21.4

اعتيادي
تواضع
القدرة على استباق
االحداث
دافع ومحرض
حساس

---------

22.4
23.4

مقنع
تواصلية

ينفذ بقدر كبير من العناية ،ال يحتمل المخاطر
منظم تنظيما جيدا ،منھجي ومرتب
داھية ،مخادع ،خبيث
على علم ،عارف بالمعلومات
قادر على التفاوض بشكل فعال ،قادر على جعل المعامالت مع
االخرين بشروط ميسرة
معجب بنفسه ،مقتنع بقدراته الخاصة
غير راغب في العمل مع االخرين
يطبق المنطق عند التفكير
ادراك الحالة االجتماعية لالخرين
يتوقع االحداث المستقبلة المحتملة
يتوقع ويستعد مقدما
يتصرف وفق قواعد مجموعته
يھتم بوضع قيمة عالية للمحافظة على الفردية بدال من احتياجات
المجموعة
يعتقد ان جميع االفراد غير متساويين ،فقط البعض ينبغي ان يكونوا
متساويين في الحقوق واالمتيازات
لدية بصيرة اضافية
ال يذھب مباشرة الى النقطة التي يريدھا ،يستخدم المجاز واالمثلة
للتواصل
ينظر الى الثبات ،الروتين العادي
يعرض نفسه بطريقة متواضعة
قادر على توقع االحتياجات المستقبلة بنجاح
يعبئ وينشط اتباعه
يدرك التغيرات الطفيفة في امزجة االخرين لذلك يحد من النقاش لمنع
االحراج
قادر على غير العادة باقناع االخرين بوجھة نظرة
يتواصل مع االخرين بشكل متكرر
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متميز
اجرائي
بناء الثقة
منحى المجموعة
مدرك للفروقات
الطبقية
غير مشارك
التضحية الذاتية
الصبر
صادق
مستبد
يحفظ وجه
االخرين داخل
المجموعة
ديناميكي
منسق
نخبوي

---------------------

24.4
25.4
26.4
27.4
28.4

-------------------------

29.4
30.4
31.4
32.4
33.4
34.4

-------------

35.4
36.4
37.4

-----------------------------

38.4
39.4
40.4
41.4
42.4
43.4
44.4

بناء الفريق
متشائم
منحى االداء
طموح
تحفيزي
مدير دقيق
ال يفوض

-----

45.4

يتجنب الرفض

---------------------------------------------

46.4
47.4
48.4
49.4
50.4
51.4
52.4
53.4
54.4
55.4
56.4

بصيرة
عنيد
مسيطر
غير أمين
معادي
منحى المستقبل
مسئول جيد
يعتمد عليه
دكتاتوري
فردي
شعائري

يسعى للتميز في االداء الذاتي واداء المرؤوسين
يتبع قواعد ثابتة ومبادئ توجيھية
يغرس الثقة في االخرين من خالل اظھار الثقة في نفوسھم
مھتم بصالح المجموعة
ادراكه لحدود الطبقة والمنزلة والعمل وفقا لذلك
ال يتشارك مع االخرين
يتخلى عن المصالح الذاتية في سبيل مصلحة الھدف او الرؤية
لديه ويظھر الصبر
يتحدث ويتصرف بصدق
يميل للھيمنة على االخرين
يضمن ان ال يحرج اعضاء المجموعة االخرين او يفضحھم
مشارك بقوة ،حيوي ،متحمس ،لديه الدافعية
يدمج ويدير اعمال المرؤوسين
يعتقد ان عدد قليل من الناس المتفوقين من ذوي الخلفيات المتشابھة
ينبغي ان يتمتعوا بامتيازات
قادر على حث اعضاء الفريق للعمل معا
يميل إلى االعتقاد بالسوء على الناس واالحداث
يضع معايير عالية لالداء
يحدد اھدافا عالية ويعمل بجد
يحفز االخرين على تلبية نداء الواجب وتقديم التضحيات الشخصية
يراقب بشكل دقيق ،ويصر على اتجاذ جميع القرارات
غير راغب وغير قادر على التخلي عن السيطرة على المشاريع او
المھام
يتجنب قول ال لالخر عندما يطُلب منه القيام بشئ ما حتى عندما ال
يمكنه انجاز ذلك
لديه رؤية وخيال للمستقبل
قوى االرادة والعز وحازم وثابت
ال يسمح بمعارضته او استجوابة ،يعطى االوامر
محتال غير مخلص
افعاله غير ودية وسلبية اتجاة االخرين
يضع الخطط ويتخذ االفعال لتحقيق االھداف المستقبلية
لديه القدرة على ادارة االعمال المكتبية المعقدة والنظم االدارية
جدير بالثقة
يفرض قيمه وارائه على االخرين
يتصرف بطريقة مختلفة عن اقرانه
يستخدم ترتيب محدد لتنفيذ عدد من االجراءات
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المقطع الخامس
ثقافة الخوف
ھذه المقطع من االستبيان يدرس الظروف التي خلفت شعور الخوف لديكم على مدى السنوات القليلة الماضية ،وكيف
تؤثر ھذه الظروف على المواقف والعالقات بين الطلبة و اعضاء ھئية التدريس الليبيين ،يرجي تقييم ما اذا كان وإلى
أي مدى كال من التالي ساھم في خلق الخوف على مدى السنوات الماضية .االسئلة التالية عن عناصر قد تكون جعلتك
تشعر بالخوف خالل حكم القذافي ,الرجاء ضع دائرة حول الدرجة التي تمثل اجابتك.
 1.5استخدام االذى الجسدي الفعلي او التھديد به الجباري على الموافقة على شئ ما او فعل شئ ما على عكس ما
كنت ارغب في فعله.
موافق جدا
محايد
غير موافق بشدة
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
 2.5استخدام االذى الجسدي الفعلي او التھديد به خلق أو عزز الشعور بالخوف في مجتمعي.
محايد
غير موافق بشدة
6
5
4
3
2
1

موافق جدا
7

 3.5استخدام االذى الجسدي الفعلي او التھديد به جعلني اشعر بالكراھية والعداء تجاة من يقوم بالتھديد.
موافق جدا
محايد
غير موافق بشدة
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
 4.5استخدام الشائعات او القصص من قبل النظام والتي تتحدث عن خطر داخلي او خارجي لشعب الليبي جعلني
اشعر بالخوف.
موافق جدا
محايد
غير موافق بشدة
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
 5.5استخدام النظام لوسائل االعالم خلق وعزز جو الخوف.
محايد
غير موافق بشدة
4
3
2
1

5

6

موافق جدا
7

 6.5غياب وسائل االعالم المستقلة وانعدام الثقة في وسائل اعالم النظام جعلني اتجة إلى وسائل االعالم الخارجية.
موافق جدا
محايد
غير موافق بشدة
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
 7.5حقيقة ان الحكومة تسيطر على مصدر دخلي جعلني خائفا من اظھار المعارضة لھا.
محايد
غير موافق بشدة
6
5
4
3
2
1

موافق جدا
7

 8.5الناس كانوا يخافون من االشخاص المسيطرون على مصادر دخولھم.
محايد
غير موافق بشدة
5
4
3
2
1

موافق جدا
7

6

 9.5بسبب الخوف من فقدان وظائفھم  ،أظھر الناس والء للنظام حتى لو لم يشعروا بالوالء.
محايد
غير موافق بشدة
6
5
4
3
2
1
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موافق جدا
7

 10.5خفت من العقاب اذا قلت او فعلت شيئا في العلن يمكن ان ينظر اليه على انه تھديد للنظام.
محايد
غير موافق بشدة
6
5
4
3
2
1

موافق جدا
7

 11.5الناس تجنبت فعل األشياء التي يمكن أن ينظر إليھا على أنھا ليست دعم لما يفعله النظام.
محايد
غير موافق بشدة
6
5
4
3
2
1

موافق جدا
7

 12.5شعرت بالضغط لتأييد النظام وافعاله.
غير موافق
بشدة
3
2
1

محايد
4

موافق جدا
5
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6

7

المقطع السادس
أبعاد السلطة :قيم المنظمة )ينبغي أن يكون(
في ھذا المقطع نحن ندرس ما يجب ان تكون عليه ابعاد السلطة في جامعتك ,يرجي وضع دائرة حول الرقم الذي تعتقد
أنه اجابتك.
 1-6في ھذه الجامعة ،ينبغي للطالب:
طاعة
أساتذتھم من
دون نقاش
3
2
1

محايد

4

مناقشة أساتذتھم في حال
االختالف
5

6

7

 2-6في ھذه الجامعة ،ينبغي أن يكون للرتبة والمكانة في التسلسل الھرمي امتيازات خاصة:
محايد
غير موافق بشدة
6
5
4
3
2
1
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موافق جدا
7

Appendix 4
Pilot Study: MSA and Communalities of LMX
MSA
.791

Extraction
.475

My professors are the kind of person one would like to have as a friend.
My students think I am a kind of person that they would like to have as a
friend.

.714

.532

My professors are a lot of fun to work with. My students think that I am a
lot of fun to work with.

.726

.622

My professors defend my work actions to a superior, even without
complete knowledge of the issue in question. I defend my students’ work
actions to a superior, even without complete knowledge of the issue in
question.

.647

.581

My professors would come to my defense if I were "attacked" by others. I
would come to my students’ defense if they were “attacked” by others.

.637

.651

My professors would defend me to others in the university if I made an
honest mistake. I would defend my students to others in the university if
they made an honest mistake.

.673

.738

I do work for my professors that go beyond what is specified in my
school-related description. My students do work for me that go beyond
what is specified in their school-related description.

.501

.719

I am willing to apply extra efforts, beyond those normally required, to
further the interests of my work group. My students willing to apply extra
efforts, beyond those normally required, to further the interests of their
work group.

.662

.653

I am impressed with my professors’ knowledge of their job. My students
impressed with my knowledge of my job.

.682

.648

I respect my professors’ knowledge of and competence on the job.

.739

.638

.668

.733

I like my professors very much as a person. My students Like me very
much as a person.

My students respect my knowledge of and competence on the job.
I admire my professors’ professional skills. My students admire my
professional skills.
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Appendix 5
Pilot Study: MSA and Communalities of Culture of Fear
MSA

Extraction

The use of actual or threatened physical harm forced me to agree
to, or do things that were contrary to what I would have preferred
to do.

.605

.719

The use of actual or threatened physical harm created or
enhanced feelings of fear across my community.

.571

.736

The use of actual or threatened physical harm made me feel
hatred and hostility toward those making the threat.

.571

.547

The use of rumor or stories that talked about internal or external
dangers to the people of Libya made me feel fear.

.626

.576

The regime’s use of media created and enhanced an atmosphere
of fear.

.775

.478

The absence of a local independent media and lack of confidence
in regime media made me turn to external media.

.678

.375

The fact that the government controlled my source of income
made me afraid of showing opposition.

.814

.488

People were afraid of those who controlled their source of
income.

.739

.406

Because of fear of losing their jobs, people showed loyalty to the
regime even if they did not feel loyal.

.685

.660

I feared retribution if I did or said something in public that could
have been perceived as threatening to the regime.

.718

.636

People avoided doing things that could have been perceived as
lack of support for what the regime did.

.853

.573

I felt pressure to actively endorse the regime and its actions.

.835

.620
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Appendix 6
Pilot Study: Pattern Matrix of LMX
Component
Factor 1

I like my professors very much as a person. My students
Like me very much as a person.
My professors are the kind of person one would like to
have as a friend. My students think I am a kind of person
that they would like to have as a friend.
My professors are a lot of fun to work with. My students
think that I am a lot of fun to work with.
My professors defend my work actions to a superior, even
without complete knowledge of the issue in question. I
defend my students’ work actions to a superior, even
without complete knowledge of the issue in question.
My professors would come to my defense if I were
"attacked" by others. I would come to my students’ defense
if they were “attacked” by others.
My professors would defend me to others in the university
if I made an honest mistake. I would defend my students to
others in the university if they made an honest mistake.
I do work for my professors that go beyond what is
specified in my school-related description. My students do
work for me that go beyond what is specified in their
school-related description.
I am willing to apply extra efforts, beyond those normally
required, to further the interests of my work group. My
students willing to apply extra efforts, beyond those
normally required, to further the interests of their work
group.
I am impressed with my professors’ knowledge of their
job. My students impressed with my knowledge of my job.
I respect my professors’ knowledge of and competence on
the job. My students respect my knowledge of and
competence on the job.
I admire my professors’ professional skills. My students
admire my professional skills.
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Factor 2

Factor 3

Factor 4

.543
.691

.780
.539

.580

.867

.849

.786

.672
.670

.569

.451

Appendix 7
Pilot Study: Pattern Matrix of Culture of Fear

The use of actual or threatened physical harm forced me
to agree to, or do things that were contrary to what I
would have preferred to do.
The use of actual or threatened physical harm created or
enhanced feelings of fear across my community.
The use of actual or threatened physical harm made me
feel hatred and hostility toward those making the threat.
The use of rumor or stories that talked about internal or
external dangers to the people of Libya made me feel
fear.
The regime’s use of media created and enhanced an
atmosphere of fear.
The absence of a local independent media and lack of
confidence in regime media made me turn to external
media.
The fact that the government controlled my source of
income made me afraid of showing opposition.
People were afraid of those who controlled their source
of income.
Because of fear of losing their jobs, people showed
loyalty to the regime even if they did not feel loyal.
I feared retribution if I did or said something in public
that could have been perceived as threatening to the
regime.
People avoided doing things that could have been
perceived as lack of support for what the regime did.
I felt pressure to actively endorse the regime and its
actions.
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Component
Factor Factor Factor
1
2
3
.813

.850
.668
.743

.472
.608

.624
.617
.790
.790

.754
.772

Appendix 8
MSA and Communalities of LMX

I like my professors very much as a person. My students Like
me very much as a person.
My professors are the kind of person one would like to have as a
friend. My students think I am a kind of person that they would
like to have as a friend.
My professors are a lot of fun to work with. My students think
that I am a lot of fun to work with.
My professors defend my work actions to a superior, even
without complete knowledge of the issue in question. I defend
my students’ work actions to a superior, even without complete
knowledge of the issue in question.
My professors would come to my defense if I were "attacked"
by others. I would come to my students’ defense if they were
“attacked” by others.
My professors would defend me to others in the university if I
made an honest mistake. I would defend my students to others in
the university if they made an honest mistake.
I do work for my professors that go beyond what is specified in
my school-related description. My students do work for me that
go beyond what is specified in their school-related description.
I am willing to apply extra efforts, beyond those normally
required, to further the interests of my work group. My students
willing to apply extra efforts, beyond those normally required, to
further the interests of their work group.
I am impressed with my professors’ knowledge of their job. My
students impressed with my knowledge of my job.
I respect my professors’ knowledge of and competence on the
job. My students respect my knowledge of and competence on
the job.
I admire my professors’ professional skills. My students admire
my professional skills.
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MSA

Extraction

.876

.564

.804

.627

.842

.631

.797

.606

.801

.681

.777

.488

.475

.851

.869

.312

.779

.755

.824

.685

.817

.676

Appendix 9
MSA and Communalities of Leadership

Diplomatic
Evasive
Mediator
Bossy
Positive
Intra-group competitor
Autonomous
Independent
Ruthless
Tender
Improvement-oriented
Inspirational
Anticipatory
Risk taker
Sincere
Trustworthy
Worldly
Intra-group conflict avoider
Administratively skilled
Just
Win/win problem-solver
Clear
Self-interested
Tyrannical
Integrator
Calm
Provocateur
Loyal
Unique
Collaborative
Encouraging
Morale booster
Arrogant
Orderly
Prepared
Autocratic
Secretive
Asocial
Fraternal
Generous
Formal
Modest
Intelligent
Decisive
Consultative
Irritable

MSA
.826
.425
.811
.662
.854
.665
.514
.473
.686
.636
.893
.881
.729
.389
.863
.766
.818
.732
.864
.864
.832
.863
.809
.898
.803
.831
.875
.892
.795
.896
.849
.869
.923
.882
.880
.873
.684
.723
.865
.861
.728
.871
.906
.861
.877
.725

Extraction
.652
.715
.640
.751
.649
.673
.755
.732
.677
.663
.708
.701
.755
.700
.669
.716
.728
.676
.661
.705
.699
.692
.642
.746
.685
.628
.635
.693
.620
.663
.749
.728
.707
.682
.641
.686
.697
.743
.656
.710
.719
.648
.755
.598
.675
.702
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Cautious
Organized
Cunning
Informed
Effective bargainer
Egotistical
Noncooperative
Logical
Status-conscious
Foresight
Plans ahead
Normative
Individually oriented
Non-egalitarian
Intuitive
Indirect
Habitual
Self-effacing
Able to anticipate
Motive arouser
Sensitive
Convincing
Communicative
Excellence-oriented
Procedural
Confidence builder
Group-oriented
Class conscious
Nonparticipative
Self-sacrificial
Patient
Honest
Domineering
Intra-group face-saver
Dynamic
Coordinator
Elitist
Team-builder
Cynical
Performance-oriented
Ambitious
Motivational
Micromanager
Nondelegator
Avoids negatives
Visionary

MSA
.697
.918
.637
.899
.894
.830
.849
.878
.833
.866
.892
.873
.706
.772
.815
.596
.656
.872
.876
.786
.779
.871
.887
.900
.719
.909
.891
.714
.833
.876
.904
.914
.807
.732
.911
.842
.494
.899
.911
.833
.903
.903
.810
.686
.490
.915

Extraction
.623
.709
.651
.672
.696
.656
.605
.697
.730
.761
.739
.736
.627
.676
.677
.697
.710
.696
.706
.677
.761
.721
.681
.720
.691
.702
.599
.714
.732
.702
.682
.774
.743
.686
.752
.721
.632
.657
.640
.678
.743
.749
.699
.723
.653
.650

Loner
Enthusiastic
Risk averse
Vindictive
Compassionate
Subdued
Egocentric
Non-explicit
Distant
Intellectually stimulating

MSA
.838
.836
.543
.873
.713
.850
.890
.845
.792
.844

Extraction
.676
.697
.688
.678
.718
.660
.658
.667
.697
.604
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Willful
Ruler
Dishonest
Hostile
Future-oriented
Good administrator
Dependable
Dictatorial
Individualistic
Ritualistic

MSA
.644
.785
.884
.866
.874
.876
.866
.782
.696
.513

Extraction
.664
.683
.752
.682
.666
.694
.726
.706
.664
.702

Appendix 10
MSA and Communalities of Culture of Fear
MSA
.759

Extraction
.757

The use of actual or threatened physical harm created or
enhanced feelings of fear across my community.

.748

.776

The use of actual or threatened physical harm made me feel
hatred and hostility toward those making the threat.

.845

.549

The use of rumor or stories that talked about internal or
external dangers to the people of Libya made me feel fear.

.792

.700

The regime’s use of media created and enhanced an
atmosphere of fear.

.832

.608

The absence of a local independent media and lack of
confidence in regime media made me turn to external media.

.891

.389

The fact that the government controlled my source of income
made me afraid of showing opposition.

.896

.400

People were afraid of those who controlled their source of
income.

.817

.573

Because of fear of losing their jobs, people showed loyalty to
the regime even if they did not feel loyal.
I feared retribution if I did or said something in public that
could have been perceived as threatening to the regime.

.813

.738

.848

.586

People avoided doing things that could have been perceived as
lack of support for what the regime did.

.892

.604

I felt pressure to actively endorse the regime and its actions.

.896

.312

The use of actual or threatened physical harm forced me to
agree to, or do things that were contrary to what I would have
preferred to do.
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